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Summary

The Cealiforma Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion has published this report in accordance with
Senate Concurrent Resolution 51 of 1965, which
calls on the Califorma State University and the Uni-
versity of California to submit data to the Commus-
sion each year on faculty salaries and the cost of
fringe benefits for their institutions as well as for
groups of comparison 1nstitutions -- and also directs
the Commission to estimate the percentage changes
needed to bring Califorma salaries and fringe bene-
fit costs up to parity with the average of these com-
parison groups 1n the next fiscal year

This report, which was scheduled for publication 1n
December 1986, contains data only on faculty salar-
1es, as neither the Unmiversity of California nor the
California State University were able to submt data
on the cost of fringe benefits this year Page 6 of the
report indicates that the Umversity of Califorma
will require an 1ncrease of 2 09 percent to maintain
parity at the mean of its comparison group, while
page 11 notes that the State University will require
a 6 90 percent increase

Pages 5-17 of the report contain the Commission’s
findings and conclusions regarding these salary com-
parisons Appendices E-H on pages 37-65 present
the institutional data from which these comparisons
were made

The Commussion adopted this report on March 17,
1987, on recommendation of its Policy Development
Committee Additionsl copres of the report may be
obtained from the Publications Office of the Commis-
sion Further information about the report may be
obtained from Wilham L Storey of the Commuission
staff at (916) 322-8018
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ANNUALLY, 1n accordance with Senate Concur-
rent Resolution No 51 of the 1965 General Legisla-
tive Session (reproduced in Appendix A on page 19),
the University of California and the California State
University submit to the Commussion data on facul-
ty salaries and the cost of fringe benefits for their re-
spective institutions and for a group of comparison
colleges and universities On the basis of these data,
Commussion staff develops estimates of the percent-
age changes 1n salaries and the cost of fringe bene-
fits required to attain parity with the comparison
groups 1n the forthcoming fiscal year The method-
ology requires that parity figures for both segments
be submitted to the Department of Finance and the
Office of the Legislative Analyst by December 5 of
each year

The methodology by which the segments collect
these data and the Commission stafl analyzes them
(described 1n Appendix B, pages 21 through 25) has
been designed by the Commussion 1n consultation
with the two umversities, the Department of Fi
nance, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst, and
has been published in the Commssion's Methods for
Calculating Salary and Fringe Benefit Cost Compar
tsons (March 1985)

Additional reports, requested in previous years by
the Office of the Legslative Analyst and subse-
quently incorporated into Supplemental Language
to the Budget Act, discuss faculty salaries in the
Califorma Community Colleges, administrators’ sal-
aries 1n the four-year segments, and medical faculty
compensation (salaries plus clinical fees) 1n the Uni-
versity of Califorma The first two of these are an-
nual reports, while the third 1s presented only 1n
odd-numbered years In the current cyele, all three
reports, together with updated information from this
report, are scheduied for discussion by the Commus-
sion at 1ts April 1987 meeting and adoption at 1ts
June meeting

History of the faculty salary reports

The 1mpetus for the faculty salary report came from

Introduction

the Master Plan Survey Team 1n 1960, which recom-
mended that

3 Greatly increased salaries and expanded fringe
benefits, such as health and group lLife insur-
ance, leaves, and travel funds to attend profes-
sional meetings, housing, parking and moving
expenses, be provided for faculty members in
order to make college and university teaching
attractive as compared with business and 1n-
dustry

8 Because of the continual change 1n faculty de-
mand and supply, the coordinating agency an-
nually collects pertinent data from all seg-
ments of higher education in the state and
thereby make possible the testing of the as-
sumptions underlying this report (Master Plan
Survey Team, 1960, p 12)

For four years thereafter, the Legislature continu-
ally sought information regarding faculty compen-
sation, information which came primarily from the
Legislative Analyst 1n his Analysis of the Budget
Bill and from the Coordinating Council for Higher
Education in 1ts annual reports to the Governor and
the Legislature on the level of support for public
higher education While undoubtedly helpful to the
process of determining faculty compensation levels,
these reports were considered to be insufficient, es-
pecially by the Assembly, which consequently re-
quested the Legislative Analyst to prepare a specific
report on the subject (House Resolution No 250,
1964 First Extraordinary Session, reproduced 1n
Appendix C, pages 27 and 28)

Early in the 1965 General Session, the Legislative
Analyst presented his report (Appendix D, pages 29
through 36) and recommended that the process of de-
veloping data for use by the Legislature and the
Governor 1n determining faculty compensation be
formalized This recommendation was embodied 1n
Senate Concurrent Resolution No 51 (1965), which
specifically directed the Coordinating Council to
prepare annual reports in cooperation with the Um
versity of Cahfornia and the Califormia State Col
leges




Since that time, the Coordinating Council, and more
recently the Commission, have submitted reports to
the Governor and the Legislature Prior to the 1973

74 budgetary cycle, the Council produced only one
report annually, usually in March or Apri! From
1974-75 to 1985-86, the Commission produced two
each year - a preliminary report transmitted 1n De-
cember, and a final report 1n April or May The first
was Intended prinepally to assist the Department of
Finance in developing the Governor's Budget, while
the second was used by the Legislative Analyst and
the legslative fiscal commuttees during budget
hearings Each of them compared faculty salaries
and the cost of fringe benefits 1n Califorma’s public
four-year segments with those of other institutions
(both within and outside of California} for the pur-
pose of mamntaining a competitive position

During those years, the salary reports became more
comprehensive  Where they originally provided
only comperison institution data, they were occa-
sionally expanded to include comparisons of academ-
1c salaries with those of other professional workers.
discussions of supplemental income and business
and industrial competition for talent, analyses of
collective bargaining and Community College fac-
ulty salaries, medical faculty salaries, and adminis-
trators’ salares The last three of these additions to
the annual reports were all requested by the Office
of the Legislative Analyst - Community College and
medical faculty salaries 1n 1979, and administrators’
salaries 1n 1982

In 1984, the Commuission convened an advisory com-
mitiee consisting of representatives from the seg-
ments, the Department of Finance, the Office of the
Legislative Analyst, and other interested parties to
review the methodology under which the salary re-
ports are prepared each year That committee’s de-
liberations led to a number of substantive revisions
which were approved by the Commusston 1n March
1985 1n the previously mentioned Methods for Cal-
culating Salary and Fringe Benefii Cost Compar-
sons Among the more significant of the changes
were those to create a new list of comparison 1nstitu-
tions for the State University, to produce only a
single report rather than both a preliminary and a
final report, and to provide University of Califorma
medical faculty salary information brennally rather
than annually

During the past year, due primarily to issues of con-
fidentiality and technical difficulties in collecting
data in a timely fashion, the advisory committee met

again to consider changes in the methodology It is
anticipated that revisions in the methodology, to
which the committee agrees, will be presented to the
Commussion in the spring or early summer of 1987

Changes in economic content

During the late 1970s and eariy 1980s, the faculty
salary reports included comprehensive surveys of
economic conditions and occupational comparisons
for the reason that faculty salaries at most institu
tions of higher education across the country were not
keeping pace with changes in the cost of living o
with salary increases granted to other professional
workers Since faculty salaries 1n California are
based primarily on inter-institutional comparisons,
those at the Unuversity of California and the Califor-
nia State University were undergoing an economic
erosion comparable to that experienced nationally
That erosion made 1t increasingly difficult Lo recruit
the most talented voung teachers and researchers,
especially 1n those fields where substantially higher
salaries were generally available 1n business and in-
dustry Consequently, in order to provide the Gov
ernor and the Legislature with as much information
as possible on a complex situation, the Commission
expanded considerably 1ts economic analyses in the
salary reports

In the past three years -- 1984-85 to 1986 87 - the
salary deficiencies experienced by faculty in Califor-
ra’s two public universities have been eliminated 1n
terms of parity with comparision nstitutions With
the impressive recovery of the national economy,
and the even more mpressive recovery of Califor
nia’s economy, funds have become available to re
store faculty salaries to levels where the segments-
are better able to compete As a result, there 15 less
need for the extensive data on economic conditions
and occupational comparisons that the Commission
published tn prior years

Contents of this year’s report

For the 1987-88 year, this report contains only data
on faculty salaries, as neither the University nor the
State University submatted data on the cost of fringe
benefits The University of California estimates
that fringe-benefit cost data will become available in



the early spring, but 1t seems unlikely that the State
University wall be able to offer a comparable submis-
sion In the spring, when the Commussion submits
1ts supplemental report on Community College sal-

arres, medical faculty salaries, and administrators’
salaries, 1t may be able to include other salary infor
mation that could not be obtained prior to the dead-
line for this report
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Projected Salaries

at California’s Public Universities
Required for Parity with Comparison

Institution Salaries, 1986-87 and 1987-88

THIS year’s salary analysis involves the most com-
prehensive examination of comparison 1institution
data that the Commission has undertaken 1n many
years In the past, the Commission examined the
summary data that the segments submitted in con-
formity with the Commission’s methodology, and
only periodically undertook more detailed analyses
of previous raw data submissions by the comparison
mstitutions  These analyses always confirmed,
within a few hundreds of a percentage point, that
the data submitted by the segments were aceurate
The Commission could undertake these raw data
analyses only infrequently because they required
about six weeks of staff time using hand-written
spreadsheets and calculators, and they prevented
Commuission staff from analyzing current-year raw
data in time for the annual salary reports

With the advent of computerized spreadsheets at the
Commission, the time involved to complete a com-
prehensive analyses of the raw data has bheen re-
duced to a matter of days, and this reduction has per-
mitted a level of detail not previously possible The
current report consequently includes appendices
from which data have been incorporated 1nto the dis-
plays in this chapter that show exact dollar expendi-
tures for faculty salaries in all comparison nstitu-
tions, numbers of faculty, differences between nine-
month and eleven-month faculty, and other mater1-
als

This analysis revealed no errors in the segmental
computations, but 1t did lead to several differences of
opinion between Commission and segmental staffs
as to how the data should be interpreted These dif-
ferences are discussed below, and will be discussed
further by the advisory committee on the faculty sal-
ary methodology 1n the coming months

University of California

On November 21, 1986, the Regents of the Univers:-
ty of Califorma met at UCLA and requested the Gov-
ernor and the Legislature to approve funding suffi-
cient to grant University faculty an average salary
increase of 5 7 percent This amount mcluded 2 1
percent to maintain parity with the University's
eight comparison 1nstitutions plus another 3 6 per-
cent for what the University administration has
termed the "margin of excellence " According to the
University administration, the 3 8 percent amount
“has been agreed to by the Governor and the Legisla-
ture,” at least insofar as it was funded 1n 1986-87
(Regents Agenda Item 505, November 12, 1986,p 1)

The University 15 requesting this additional amount
on at least three grounds according to the Regents’
agenda itemn

e First, while the "margin of excellence” has 1m-
proved the Umiversity’s recruiting environment
considerably, the Umiversity will need to hire
about 400 new faculty members each year for the
next 15 years, which necessitates its maintaining
a strong competitive position

¢ Second, the University argues that inflation 1n
Cahfornia s higher than the rest of the nation by
about 1 5 percent in the areas where its campuses
are located (3 1 percent in the Los Angeles area
and 3 2 percent 1n the Bay Area, compared to 1 6
percent nationally)

e Third, housing costs continue to be high 1n Cali-
fornta, particularly in areas where University
campuses are located

Regarding these points, the Commuission has never
taken an official position on the "margin of excel-
lence” 1ssue, since 1t 15 not one capable of analytical
resolution but 1s a policy 1ssue to be resolved by the



Governor and the Legislature Clearly, however, far
more faculty will need to be recruited in the next 15
years than were recruited 1n the previous 15, and 1n-
flation 1s higher in California than nationally With
regard to housing costs, however, the Commission
noted last year that across-the-board salary in-
creases may be an excessively expensive way to ad-
dress this problem, since many current faculty mem-
bers already own homes and are not in need of addi-
tional funds to finance them A more precise ap-
proach 1s to provide special subsidies to those faculty
who need assistance, and this has been adopted by
the University 1n recent years

Display 1 on the opposite page shows the average
salaries by rank at the comparison institutions 1n
1981-82 and 1986-87, as well as the University's po-
sition 1n each of these two years It indicates that,
over the past five years, the Umiversity has im-
proved its posttion from slightly below the average
at all three ranks to slightly above 1t at the ranks of
professor and associate professor and strongly above
1t for assmigtant professors Since most of the Univer-
sity’s new hires will be at the assistant professor
level, this should place the University in a strong
competitive position if the margin 1s maintained

Display 2 on page 8 shows the parity calculations for
the 1987-88 fiscal year, and 1t indicates that the
University will require an increase of 2 09 percent to
maintain parity at the mean of 1ts comparison
group The Commission staff’s figure differs shightly
from the 2 13 percent figure presented by the Uni-
versity 1n 1ts officral submission (Appendix E), but
when rounded to the nearest tenth of a percentage
point, which is normal during legislative hearings,
it remains 2 1 percent Raw data for each of the Uni
versity’s comparison instrtutions are shown in Ap-
pendix F *

In last year’s analysis, and because of a request by
the Office of the Legislative Analyst, the Comms-
sion showed the result of a computation derived from

an averaging of the University’s and 1ts comparison
mnstitutions’ staffing patterns (These staffing pat-
terns affect the parity figure because they produce
alterations in the way rank-by-rank salaries are
weighted to produce the all-ranks average) This
averaging technique is part of the official method-
ology only for the State University, but its results for
the University are also shown 1n Display 2, and they
reduce the University’s parity figure from 209
percent to 2 04 percent

An 1mportant element 1n deriving institutional
average salaries 15 the factor used to convert 11
menth salaries to nine-month salaries [n most
cases, this conversion is derived by dividing nine by
11 to produce a factor of 8182 In the Umiversity's
case, however, a factor of 86 has been used for many
years and 1s apphied to the entire comparison group
Display 3 on pege 9 shows the University’'s 1986-87
salary schedule, wath the actual conversions

* The difference between the two parity figures origunates
from a different treatment of the projections for the State
Umvearsity of New York at Buffale At pregent, the method-
ology states that, if current year data cannot be obtained, 85
percent of the projected cost-of-hving adjustment for that
matitution should be applied For example, iof the projected
cost-of living adjustment 18 6 percent, the prior year data
should be 1ncreased by only 5 7 percent (35 percent of 6 per-
cent) In the case in question, not even prior-year [1985-86)
data could be obtained due to protracted delays in obtaining
a collective bargaining agreement Consequently the most
recent year for which actual data could be obtained was
1984-85, and these data had to be projected forward two
years instead of the usual one Between 1984-85 and 1985
86, that Unmiversity granted a 6-percent inerease, and since
the methodology did not take effect untal after the 1984-85
year was completed, Umversity of Calforrua officials
thought it proper to adjust the 1984-85 data by the full 6 per-
cent 1nstead of only 95 percent of 6 percent. Commission
staff disagreed, and when the 95 percent adjustment was ap-
plied to the 1984-85 data, the overall parity figure submitted
by the Umversity of 2 13 was reduced to 209 percent
Rounded to the nearest tenth of a percentage pont, however,
the figure remains 2 1 percent



DISPLAY 1 Unwersity of California Comparison Institution Average Salaries,
1981-82 and 1986-87

Comparison Institution

1981-82 Data Professor Asgsociate Professor Assistant Professor
Institution L $48,486 (1) $26,960(3) $23,554(2)
Institution T 45,132(2) 32,479 (1) 25,07811)
Institution Y 44,796 (3) 27,093(7) 21,195(9)
Institution Z 41,804 (4) 29,426 (2) 22,418(7)
University of California 41,016 (5) 29,255 (6) 22,572 (6)
[nstitution W 39,723 (6) 27,897(4) 22,786 (5)
Institution X 39,104 (T) 28,096 (3) 23,076 (4)
Institution S 38,987 (8) 27,350(5) 23,300 (3)
Institution V 36,681 (9) 25,705(9) 22,123 (8)
Comparigon Institution $41,714 $28.,126 $22.941

Average

Comparison Institution

1986-87 Data Professor Associate Professor Asgistant Profeasor
Institution U $68,349 (1) $38,248(7) $33,525 (4)
Institution T 65,253 (2) 46,178 (1) 36,773 (1)
Institution Y 63,655 (3) 38,570(86) 30,536 (9)
University of California 61,983 (4) 41,010(4) 36,126 (2)
Institution Z 59,258 (5) 42,027 (2) 32,733 (6)
Institution W 55,873 (6) 40,634 (5) 32,106 (8)
Institution X 54,322 (T) 41,745 (3) 34,924 (3)
Institution S 53,366 (8) 37,544 (8) 32,310(M
[nstatution V 51,260(% 37,373 (9 32,317 (5)
Comparison Institution $58,917 $40,290 $33,218

Average

Source University of California, Office of the President.



DISPLAY 2 Unwersity of California Comparison Group Average Salaries,
1981-82 and 1986-87, Compound Rates of Increase, Projected
Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1987-88, Projected Paruty
Comparisons, and Projected 1987.88 Staffing Patterns_

Comparison Group Comparison Group Comparison Group
Averapge Salarajes Average Salaries Compound Rate Projected Salaries
Academic Rank 1981-82 1986 87 of Increase 1987-88
Professor $41,714 $58,896 T 1422% $63,103
Associate Professor 28,126 40,275 7 4450 43,273
Assistant Professor 22,941 33,204 76748 35,752

Umversity of  Comparison Comparison
Califormia Group Actual  Group Project- Perientage [ncrease Required

Actual Average Average ed Average 1n UC Average Selaries
Salaries Selaries Salaries 1986-87 1987 83
Academic Rank 1986-87 1986 87 1987.88 Actual Projected
Professor $61,983 $58 896 $63,103 -4 98% 181%
Associate Professor 41,010 40,275 43,273 -179 552
Assistant Professor 36,126 33,204 35,752 -8 09 -104
All Ranks Average $54,164 $51,563 $55,295 -4 80% 2.09%
(UC Staffing Pattern)
All Ranks Average $51,679 $49,135 $52,710 -4 92% 1.99%
(Comparison Institu-
tion Staffing Pattern)
All Ranks Average $52,922 $50,349 $54,003 -4 86% 2.04%
(Combined Staffing
Pattern)

Institutional Budget Year

Staffing Pattern Associate Agsistant
(Full Time Equ alents Professor Professor Professor Total
Umniversity of California 3,346 996 724 5,066
Comparison Institutions 4,864 71 1,865 32 1,943 26 8,673 29

Source University of Califormia, Office of the President,



DISPLAY 3 'Unwersity of California 1986-87 Salary Schedule for
9 and 11 Month Faculty, with Percentoge Differences

Nine Month
Faculty by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step § Step 6 Step 7
Professor $42,400 $46,700 $51,300 $56,100 $61,000 $66,000 $71,200
Assoclate $35,200 $37,300 $39,200 $42,300 $46,600 N/A N/A
Professor
Assistant $29,800 $30,900 $32,100 $33,500 $35,100 $37.200 N/A
Professor

Eleven Month
Faculty by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7
Professor $49,200 $54,200 $59,500 $65,100 $70,800 $76,600 $82.600
Associate $40,800 $43,300 $45,500 $49.100 $54,100 N/A N/A
Professor
Assistant $34,600 $35,800 $37,200 $38,900 $40,700 $43,200 N/A
Professor
Percentage
Dufference by Overall
Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Stap 6 Step 7 Average

Professor 8618% B8616% 8622% B618% 86 16% 86 16% 86 20%
Associrate 86 27 86 14 86 15 86 15 86 14 N/A N/A
Professor
Assistant 86.13 86 31 86 29 8612 86 24 8611 N/A
Professor
Average 8619% 8621% B8622% 8615% 8618% 86 14% B620% 86 18%

Source University of California, Office of the President




The California State University

Over the past five years, and principally because of
salary increases granted in the past two years, the
State Umversity has managed to improve 1ts com-
petitive position nationally Displays 4 and 5 on
pages 11 and 12 show average salaries at its
comparison institutions 1n 1981-82 and 1986-87, as
well as the State Umversity faculty’s relative
position on each list These displays indicate that
while the State University’s faculty ranked between
tenth and twelfth for the professorial series 1n 1981-
82, it improved to between eighth and ninth by 1986-
87 Because of the large number of State University
faculty at the full-professor level, the werghted
average actually placed the faculty in fourth
position 1n 1981-82 and second position 1n 1986-87
If something near this ranking continues, 1t will
place the State Umiversity in an advantageous
competitive position 1n the years ahead, when so
many new faculty are expected to be hired

In last year's report, the Commission noted that the
State University encountered considerable dafficulty
in 1ts attempts to obtain reliable data from its new
list of comparison institutions Four of the institu-
tiens refused to cooperate with the annual survey,
and several others were not prepared to supply the
data in a timely fashion After the advisory commut-
tee was reconvened 1n 1986 to discuss the problem, 1t
unanimously approved replacements for the four 1n-
stitutions that would not provide data and a final
parity figure that involved rough estimates for sev-
eral institutions on the State Lniversity's list

Following that meeting, State University officials
worked hard to develop relationships with personnel
at the comparison institutions, but it soon became
evident that complete current-vear data could not be
obtained from all of them, nor from any other list of
institutions that could conceivably be established

The reasons include the fact that many universities
do not make computer runs of their faculty payrolls
until after the November deadline required by the
current methodology, and the fact that this deadline
cannot be relaxed if the information 1s to be avail-
able to the Department of Finance by December 5 of
each year for consideration 1n the Governor's Bud-
get Accordingly, estimates continue to be necessary
for those 1nstitutions not supplying current year in-
formation It seems likely that such estimates will
become necessary for the foreseeable future

10

In 1ts attempts to make the estimates as accurate as
possible, the Office of the Chancellor analyzed the
differences between the cost-of-living adjustments
projected to be given to faculty, and those actually
distributed to them This analysis showed that the
actual changes in any nstitution’s average salaries
increased by only about 95 percent of the projected
amount -- a difference caused by changes in staffing
patterns at the institutions involved Accordingly,
the State University suggested that, when current-
year data cannot be obtained, but the projected cost-
of-living adjustment 15 known, that that amount be
adjusted by 95 percent This relationship will be
monitored to determine if the 95 percent adjustment
continues to be vahd

Another 1ssue unresolved 1n last year’s salary report
concerned the adjustment for law school faculty
The salaries paid to law faculty at the comparison
institutions are included 1n the raw data supplied to
the American Association of University Professors
and published in 1ts *Annual Report on the Econom-
1c Status of the Profession ” That report, which in-
cludes data also collected by the Center for Educa-
tion Statistics of the U S Department of Education,
constitutes the primary source of faculty salary data
in the United States At present, eight of the State
University's 20 comparison institutions operate law
schools (eight on 1ts old list), and since law faculty
are pawd more than regular faculty, a deduction 1s
made 1n the State University’s parity figure to re-
flect the fact that 1t operates no law schools

Inlast year’s report, the effect of law faculty salaries
on those of the new list of institutions was unknown,
so a rough estimate of 0 8 percent was deducted from
the parity figure In the past year, the Office of the
Chancellor analyzed the data from the eight compar
10n institutions that operate law schools, compared
them to the data from the old hist, and determined
that the true deduction should be oniy 0 2 percent
Commussion staff then verified the accuracy of the
Chancellor’s staff analysis, and the 0 2 percent de-
duction 1s therefore reflected in this year’s parity fig
ures shown 1n Display 6 Other deductions of 02
percent for turnover and promotions, and 0 75 per-
cent to reflect an additional appropriation for merit
salary adjustments, are also included The first 1s
unchanged from last year's cycle, while the second 15
reduced from last year's estimate of 0 8 percent

The data submitted by the comparison institutions
for this report are shown in Appendix H As submit-
ted, the data varied in form, wath half the institu-
tions supplying summaries of average salaries and



numbers of faculty at each rank, and others showing
actual salary expenditures delineated by sex and by
nine-month and eleven-month faculty Complete
current-year data were obtained for 14 institutions,
with 1985-86 data and estimated 1986-87 cost-of-l1v-
ing adjustments supplied for the remaining six

One of the calculations that must be made to derive
an average salary figure for each comparison instr-
tution 18 a conversion from eleven-month to nine-
month faculty, since all average salaries are based
on nine-month contracts In 1ts annual report on the
economic status of the profession, the AAUP uses a
factor of 08182, a figure derived by dividing nine
by eleven In some cases, however, institutions use
different conversion factors to buld their budgets,
and these are all specified by AAUP 1n footnotes to 1ts
report and used to derive average salary figures In
many cases, especially in independent institutions,
no published salary schedules or institutional con-
version factors exist, since all faculty contracts are

negotiated individually in terms of both length of
annual service and compensation In these cases, all
conversions used to derive average salaries are arti-
ficial, and AAUP simply applies the 0 8182 factor as a
reasonable estimate

In the State University, as shown in Display 7, the
actual relationship between eleven-month and nine-
month faculty 1s almost 87 percent, but for the pur-
poses of the annual salary reports, and reporting to
AAUP, the 0 8182 figure continues to be used for the
purposes of assuring analytical consistency with the
comparisen institutions

With all of the adjustments discussed above, the
State University’s parity figure for 1987-88 becomes
6 90 percent -- very close to the 6 97 percent figure
reported to the Commission 1n December In future
years, and with increasing familiarity with the new
methodology, 1t is anticipated that the slight differ-
ences discussed in this report will disappear

1
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DISPLAY ¢4

Institution

Ingtitution J
{ostitution Q
[nstgution N
[nsutution K
Instatution R
Ingtitution F
Insutution P
Institution A
Institution D
Institution S
Institution T

California State
University

Institution M
Institution C
[nstitution [

Ingtitution O
Insutution G
[estitution L
institution B
[nstatution H

[netitution E

Totals

Comparison Institution Salary Data, by Rank, 1981-82

Associate
Professar Profassor
Average Average
No Salary  No Salary
126 $43,125(1xr 145 $32,2941;
J38 41,569(2) 342 29,1333}
245 41,073(3) 243 29.734(D)
391 38,748(4) 415 2ZB,557(6)
391 3B,700(5) 415 28,600(5)
228 38400¢6) 258 28300(T)
80 37,729(D 89 27,328(10-
430 37,300(8) 381 28,900(4)
141 36,800(% 249 27200112
341 36,701{101> 320 276278
239 35696(11- 273 25.880(1T»
6,265 835363 2,848 $27.276
112y (an
117 35323013: 113 27,409¢9)
79 35.300¢14: 64 26800114.;
44 34900¢15: 120 25,300(18:
150 34,200¢(16> 215 28.100(16:
126 34,000(17> 194 27,000(13-
33 33,100(18> 29 24,900120~
92 33,100(19> 99 25,200(19:
182 31.047(20; 101 26,470(15"-
76 30,000(21* 92 22,900¢21>
3,849 $37.365 4,157 $27.835

Source Califorma State Unaversity, Office of the Chancellor

Assiatant
Professor

No
101

301
159
439
439
178
97
320
109
277
189
1,655

63
62
63
183
211
27
33
157
62

3,490

Average
Salary

$24,028¢1:
23,756(2)
22,3849
22,652(5)
22,600(T
23,200 (1)
21,217(14}
22,900(4)
22,700¢6)
21,643(12:
21,542(13:

$22,178
{10

21,932 (11:
20,6001(18:
20 300(20;
20,700(16Y
22,40018)
20.600117;
20500119~
21,126 (15
20,000¢21

$22.267

Instructor
Average
No Salary

11 $18,598(8>
26 20,147(2)
1 21,793«
150 16,877 (15"
150 16,900(14:
36 18,000110;
5 19.210(T)
33
34

40

17,900¢11}
18,50019)
16 085(18)
28 18,781(D

195 $19,643(6"

8 2007543
7 19,800(5)
20
20

1580019
15,70020%
37 19.900¢4)
0 0N/A)
19 17,3001(13)
16,558 (161

7 16400117

673 $17.453

Total
Faculty

No
383

1,007
648
1,396
1.395
700
274
1,164
533
978
729
10,883

301
212
247
568
568

89
263
478
237

12,169

Weighted
Average
Salary

$33,284(1)
31,488 (3)
32,205 (2)
28,299 (%)
28,285 (100
28,763 18}
27,964 (12)
30,042 ()
28,264 (11)
28.624 (%)
27.701 (14)
$30,993 (1)

29,144 (7)

27923 (1Y
24,968 (20)
26,133 (18
26,382(17)
26,636 (15)
26,446 (16)
25,669 (19)
24,226 (21

$28.678



DISPLAY 5 Comparison Institution Salary Data, by Rank, 1986-87

Associate Asmgtant Total
Professor Professor Professor Instructor Faculty
Weaightad
Average Average Average Average Average
Institution No Salary No Salary No Salary No Salary No Salary
Institution J 124 $62,751(1; 146 $45,737(1= 97 $36.081(1> 17 $27,117(57 384 $47.988(1)
Institution N 217 58,162(2y 239 42367(2) 140 31,815(6) 0 0 596 43,0554
Institution 410 57,1403 392 40386(37 335 33,2003) 35 3101641y 1172 43917(%)
Institution R 453 53,872(4) 444 38,526(6) 356 32,886(4) 110 24,181(12> 1363 40,998(T)
Instatutaon K 330 52,405(5) 294 38,152(Tr 232 13.203¢D) 11 26,732(6) B6T  42,108(5)
Institution P 91 51,39946) 125 36,7944 73 29,706(13* 6 252278 295 39,3108}
Institution I 71 351,306(D 110 36,519(13= B9 30,5729 49 22,081(16) 319 359331
Institution A 481 50,154(8) 436 38,537, 291 32,0095 36 24,492(10F 1244  41,095(6)
Cahforma State 7450 $49,077(9; 2,627 $37.900 (8} 1.417 $30.658(8} 175 $20,370(7- 11,869 $43,984 (2)
Unmiversity
Institution D 143 48,811¢10: 234 36,BLl7(10x 97 30.259¢11- 36 2464049 510 38,073(1%
Institution T 257 48479111 295 35938(15x 178 3125547 11 28731 T4l 39.058(10)
Instritution F 274 48178112 264 36,180414> 204 29,304 (17 46 22,469¢15: 788 37,771(14)
Institution 3 297 47.773113; 302 35881(16)» 154 30,222:12- 13 22.908¢14: 766 39,134 (9
Institution C 82 47.620:14; 56 36,656(12» 72 28,888(18" 3 29.380¢2) 213 38,1431
Institution G 158 47,600¢15; 218 37,000(9 163 29,600(15% 26 29,300(3) 565 37,475(18)
Institution B 93 45,909 (161 91 36,783(11= 48 30,315(10; 15 23.415(13- 247 38,150(11)
Institution M 117 44,649(17) 114 3565717} 81 29.491116x 2 24,280(11> 314 37,344(16)
Instatution H 196 43,385(18) 144 34,535 (18r 132 27.575(20 42 20,118(18F 514 34,944(19)
Institution O 160 42,982(19> 240 32,697{20x 148 27,305(19) 3 21,637(17; 561 34,309(20)
Institution E 92 42017207 102 33,340(19= 84 29,799(14> 18 20,206¢18: 296 34,233(21)
Institution L 48 41,103:21: 19 31,513(21x 26 2585521 0 0 93 34,884(18)
Tatals 4094 $50547 4265 337,593 3000 $31,187 479 324,370 11,838 $39,779

Source Califorria State Uruversity, Office of the Chancellor



DISPLAY 6 Califormia State Unwersity Faculty Salary Parity Calculations, 1987-88
(Comparison Institution Average Salartes, 1981-82 and 1986-87, Fiue-
Year Compound Rates of Increase, Comparison Institution 1987-88
Projected Salaries, California State Uriversity 1986-87 Average
Salaries, 1987-88 Projected Percentage Salary Defictency, 1986-87
Staffing Patterns)

Comparison Group Compartson Group Five-Year Comparison Group
Aversge Salaries Average Salaries Percentage Rateof Projected Salaries
Academic Rank 1981-82 1986-87 Change 1987-88
Professor $37,365 $50,547 6 2299% $53,696
Associate Professor 27,835 37,593 61948 39,922
Assistant Professor 22,267 31,167 6 9566 33,335
Instructor 17,453 24,370 6 3054 26,053
California

Percentage Increase Required

Un?\t;aer::ty 1n C8U Salaries to Equa! the
Average Comparison Group Average Companson Institution
Salaries Salaries Average
[tem 1986 87 1986-87 1987-88 1986-87 1987-88
Professor $49,077  $50,547 $53,696 2 999 9 41%
Associate Professor 37,800 37,593 39,922 -0 81 533
Assistant Professor 30,658 31,167 33,335 166 8173
Instructor 26,370 24,370 26,053 -7 58 -120
All Ranks Averages
Weighted by CSU Staffing $43,984 $44,885 $47.708 2 05% 8.47%
Weighted by Comparison
Institution Staffing $39,464 $39,909 $42,455 113% 7.58%
Mean All Ranks Average $41,724  $42,397 $45,081 161% 8.05%
and Gross Parity Percentage
Adjustments
Turnover and Promotions -83 0 20%
Effect of Law Faculty -83 0 20%
Merit Award Adjustment -313 0 75%
Net Parity Salary and Pet $44,602 6 90%
Assoclate Assistant
[nstitutional Staffing Patterns Professor Professor Professor Instructor Total
California State University 7,450 2,627 1,417 175 11,669
Comparison Institutions 4,094 4,265 3,000 479 11,838

Source California State University, Office of the Chanceilor



DISPLAY 7

Nine Month
Faculty by Rank

Professor
Associate Professor
Assistant Professor

Instructor

Eleven Month
Faculty by Rank

Professor
Associate Professor
Agssistant Professor

Instructer

Percentage
Difference by Rank

Professor
Associate Professor
Assistant Professor

Instruector

Average

California State Unwversity 1986
and Eleven-Month Faculty,

Step !
$38,448

30,432
24,168
22,118

Step 1
$44,268

35,004
27,756
25,308

Step 1
86 85%
86 94
87 07
87 39

87 06%

Step 2
$40,284

31,884
25,308
23,100

Step 2
$46,392
36,672
29,064
26,496

Step 2
86 83%

86 94
8708
B7 18

8701%

Source Calfornia State University, Office of the Chancellor

Step 3
$42.228

33,408
26,496
24,168

Step 3
$48,648

38,448
30,432
27,756

Step 3
86 80%

86 89
8707
3707

Step 4
86 80%

86 89
B7 05
87 08

86 96% 86 96%

-87 Salary Schedule for Nine-Month
with Percentage Differences

Step 4
$44,268

35,004
27,756
25,308

Step 4
$51,000

40,284
31,884
29,064

Step 5
86 76%
B6 84
87 00
8707

86 92%

Step 5
$46,392

36,672
29,064
26,496

Step 5
$53,472

42,228
33,408
30,432

Overall
Averagg

86 98%

15



3

THE 1987-88 faculty salary report contains more de-
tailed data on average salaries in the comparison 1n-
stitutions of the University of Califormia and the
California State University than the Commussion
has ever included before For the first time, due
principally to the introduction of electronic spread-
sheets 1n the Commussion’s offices, the Commission
has been able to analyze the raw data submitted by
the comparison 1nstitutions 1n time for inclusion 1n
this report That analysis revealed no errors in the
segmental computations, and although Commission
staff disagreed with segmental staff on a few of the
technical details involved in generating the 1987-88
parity projections, none of these differences had any
significant effect on the final figures

Comparisons of the University of Californta and the
Califormia State University with their respective
comparison groups revealed that both improved
their competitive positions over the past five years --
the University moving from about fifth to fourth po-
sition on 1ts list of eight, and the State University
moving from about eleventh overall to exghth on 1ts
list of 20

The University of California obtained actual 1986-
87 data from seven of 1ts eight eomparison institu
tions, with the State University of New York at Buf
falo being the only exception, as 1t was last year, be-
cause of protracted collective bargaining negotia
tions The Califormia State University collected ac-
tual data from 14 of 1ts 20 comparison nstitutions,

Conclusions

with the remaining six being unable to offer current
data for various reasons, including collective bar-
gaining and data processing delays As specified 1n
the salary methodology agreed to by State officials,
estimates were made for those unable to supply cur-
rent information

For 1987-88, 1t 15 estimated that University of Cali-
fornia faculty members will require an average sal-
ary increase of 2 1 percent to bring them to the mean
of their comparison group The University Regents
have requested an increase of 5 7 percent, with the
difference consisting of 3 6 percent for what the Unu-
versity terms a "margin of excellence "

A salary increase of 6 9 percent 1s estimated to be
necessary to keep State University faculty at the
mean of its list of 20 comparison institutions The
State University's Trustees, following a practice 1n-
stituted since the implementation of ccllective bar-
gainmng, have not approved a faculty salary request
for the coming year

This year’s report contains ne information on the
cost of fringe benefit These data, together with up-
dated salary data from comparison institutions un-
able to supply current year payroll printouts in time
for inclusion 1n this report, may be available for the
Commission's supplemental report to be submatted
in April At that time, reports on administrators’
salaries, medical faculty salaries, and Community
College salaries will also be submitted



Appendix A

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51, 1965 General Session,
Relative to Academic Salaries and Welfare Benefits

WHEREAS, The Joint Legislative Budget Committee pursuant to House Reso-
lution No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, has had prepared and has
adopted a report of the Legislative Analyst containing findings and recommen-
dations as to salaries and the general economic welfare, including fringe bene-
fits, of faculty members of the California institutions of higher education; and

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee found that
the reporting of salaries and fringe benefits as it has been made previously to
the Legislature has been fragmentary and has lacked necessary consistency,
with the result that the Legislature’s consideration of the salary requests of the
institutions of higher learning has been made unnecessarily difficult; and

WHEREAS, The report recommends that the Legislature and the Governor
should receive each December 1 a report from the Coordinating Council for
Higher Education, plus such supplementary information as the University of
California and the California State Colleges desire to furnish independently,
containing comprehensive and consistently reported information as outlined
specifically in the report adopted by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee;
and

WHEREAS, The reporting recommended by the committee would include es-
sential data on the size and composition of the faculty, the establishment of com-
prehensive bases for comparing and evaluating faculty salaries, the nature and
cost of existing and desired fringe benefits, the nature and extent of total com-
pensation to the faculty, special privileges and benefits, and a description and
measurement of supplementary income, all of which affect the welfare of the
faculties and involve implications to the state now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate of the State of California, the Assembly thereof concur-
ring, That the Coordinating Council for Higher Education in cooperation with
the University of California and the California State Colleges shall submit an-
nually to the Governor and the Legislature not later than December 1 a faculty
salary and welfare benefits report containing the basic information recom-
mended in the report of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee as filed with
the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the Assembly, under date of
March 22, 1965.
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NOTE The following material 1s reproduced from
Chapter Two, "The Revised Methodology,” of Meth-
ods for Calculating Salary and Fringe Benefit Cost
Comparisons, 1985-86 to 1994-95 A Reuision of the
Comnrussion's 1977 Methodology for Preparing Its
Annual Reporis and Faculty and Administrative Sa-
laries and Fringe Benefit Costs Commission Report
85-11 Sacramento Califorma Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commussion, March 1985 pp 7-16

The following procedures will be employed by the
California Postsecondary Education Commission to
develop its annual report on faculty salaries and
fringe benefit costs in California public higher edu-
cation for the ten-year period of 1985-86 to 1994-95,
unless noted otherwise

1. Number and timing of reports

One report will be prepared by the Commission each
year That report will contain current-year data
from both the University of Califorma’s and the Cal-
ifornia State Umversity’s comparison institutions,
such data to be submitted by the segments to the
Commuission, the Department of Finance, and the
Legislative Analyst not later than November 15
each year The Commission’s report will be submat-
ted to the Department of Finance and the Joint Leg-
1slative Budget Commuttee not later than January 1

2. Principle of parity

The report will indicate needed percentage increases
(or decreases) for the forthcoming fiscal year in sala-
ries and fringe benefit costs for University of Cali-
formia and Califormia State University faculty to
achieve and maintain parity with comparison 1nsti-
tution faculty at the ranks of professor, associate
professor, assistant professor, and (at the State Um-
versity only) instructor Parity 1s defined as the
mean of all salaries paid by the comparison institu-
tions as a whole at each rank A separate list of com-
parison 1nstitutions will be used by each of the four-

Appendix B

year Califormia segments of higher education The
report will separate calculations and displays of data
related to percentage nereases required for salary
parity from those related to fringe benefit cost pari-
ty

3. Comparison institutions
Unwersity of California

Comparison 1nstitutions for the University of Cali-
fornmia, with independent 1nstitutions asterisked (*),
will be the following

Cornell Unuversity*

Harvard University*

Stanford University*

State University of New York at Buffalo
Unwversity of [1linois, Urbana
University of Michigan - Ann Arbor
Umiversity of Wisconsin - Madison

Yale University*

The University’s list of comparison institutions re-
mains an open item before the Technical Advisory
Commuttee during 1985 and may be recommended
for change for 1986-87 and subsequent budget years

California State University

Comparison institutions for the Califormia State
Umversity, with independent institutions asterisk-
ed, will be the following for the years 1985-86
through 1994-95

Northeast

Umiversity of Bridgeport*

Tufts Unmiversity*

Rutgers the State University of New Jersey (New-
ark Campus)

State University of New York at Albany

Bucknell University*

South

University of Maryland (Baltimore County)
Georgia State University

North Carolina State Umiversity

Virginia Polytechnie Institute and State University
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North Central

Loyola University*

Wayne State University

Mankato State University
Cleveland State University
Unrversity of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

West

Arizona State University
University of Southern Califorma*
Unuiversity of Colorado at Denver
Reed College*

University of Nevada-Reno
University of Texas at Arlington

4. Faculty to be included and excluded
Unwersity of California

Faculty to be included in the comparisons are those
at the ranks of professor, associate professor, and as-
sistant professor (the University does not use the
rank of instructor) employed on nine- and eleven--
month (prorated) appointments, with the exception
of faculty in law, the health SClences, sumMmer ses-
sions, extension programs, and laboratory schools, to
the extent that these faculty are covered by salary
scales or schedules other than those of the regular
faculty Faculty on the special salary schedules for
engineering, computer science, and business admin-
1stration will be included with the regular faculty

Faculty members to be mcluded are those assigned
to instruction (regardless of their assignments for
research and other University purposes), depart-
ment chatrmen (if not on an administrative salary
schedule), and faculty on salaried sabbatical leave

The number of University faculty will be reported on
a full-time-equivalent basis

The California State Uniwersity

Faculty to be included 1n the comparisons are those
with full-time appointments at the ranks of profes-
sor, assoclate professor, assistant professor, and in-
structor, employed on nine- and eleven-month (pro-
rated) appointments, department chairmen, and fac-
ulty on salaried sabbatical or special leave Faculty
teaching seminar sessions or extension will be ex-
cluded
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Funds appropriated for "outstanding professor
awards” will be included 1n the State University’s
average salaries

The number of State University and comparison 1n-
stitution faculty will be reported on a headcount
basis

5. Computation of comparison institution
average salaries and fringe benefit costs

As indicated below, the University and the State
University use different methods to compute aver-
age salaries 1n their respective groups of comparison
tnstitutions  The Commission will provide a detailed
explanation for these differences 1n 1ts annual re-
port

Unwersity of California

For the University's comparison group, the average
salary at each rank will be obtained for each com-
parison institution The average salary at each rank
for the comparison group as a whole will then be cal-
culated by adding the average salaries at the eight
comparison institutions and dividing by eight The
same procedure will be used to compute the cost of
fringe benefits (The use of equal weights for Uni-
versity of California comparison wnstitutions 1s an
unresolved 1ssue to be discussed by the Technical
Advisory Committee during 1985 )

The California State University

For the State Umversity’s comparison group, the
total actua! salary dollars paid at each rank for the
group as a whole will be divided by the number of
faculty within the rank at all 20 institutions to de-
rive the average salary for each rank Average costs
of fringe benefits will be computed in the same man-
ner

6. Five-year compound rate of salary
and fringe benefit cost growth

In order to compute the estimated salaries and
benefit costs to be paid by the comparison 1nstitu-
tions 1n the budget year, a five-year compound rate
of change 1n salaries and the cost of fringe benefits
will be computed using actual salary and benefit
data for the current year and the fifth preceding
year



Each segment will compute the average salary and
fringe benefit cost to the employer by rank for their
respective comparison groups as specified in Section
5 above FEach will then calculate the annual com-
pound rate of growth at each rank between the cur-
rent year and the year five years previous to the
current year These rates of change will then be
used to project average salaries and costs of fringe
benefits for that rank forward one year to the budget
year

(The use of a five-year compound average 1s one of
the unresolved 1ssues to be discussed by the Techni-
cal Advisory Commuttee during 1985 The Legis-
lative Analyst has suggested that a shorter period of
between two and four years be used or that the more
recent years be accorded a greater weight than the
earlier years Consequently, the five-year com-
pounded average will apply only to the 1985-86
budget cycle )

7. All ranks average salaries and fringe
benefit costs

All-ranks average salaries and fringe benefit costs
will be calculated for each segment and for each re-
spective comparison group in both the current and
budget years, by using the following procedures

University of California

For the University, both 1ts and the comparison 1n-
stitutions’ rank averages will be weighted by the
University’s projected staffing pattern for the budget
year The all-ranks averages produced thereby will
be compared and percentage differentials computed
for both the current and budget years The percent-
age differential between the University’s current
year all-ranks average and the comparison group's
projected budget year all-ranks average will consti-
tute the percentage amount by which University
salaries will have to be increased (or decreased) to
achieve parity with the comparison group 1n the
budget year The same procedures will be followed
with respect to the cost of fringe benefits

The Califorria State Universuy

For the State University, both its and the compar:-
son group's current year staffing patterns will be
employed The rank-by-rank averages will be sepa-
rately weighted by the respective staffing patterns
for both the current and budget years so that two

sets of all-ranks averages will be derived The two
all-ranks averages for the State University in the
current year (the first weighted by the State Univer-
sity staffing pattern and the second by the compari-
son group's stafling pattern) will be added together
and divided by two to produce the mean Simularly,
the current- and budget-year averages for the com-
parison institutions will be added and divided by two
to produce mean all-ranks averages for both the cur-
rent and budget years The mean State University
cutrent-year all-ranks average will then be com-
pared to the mean current- and budget-year com-
parison-institution all-ranks averages to produce
both a current- and budget-year parity percentage
The percentage differential between the State Uni-
versity’s current-year all-ranks average and the
comparison group's projected budget-year all-ranks
average will constitute the "Gross Percentage
Amount” by which State University salaries will
need to be increased or decreased to achieve parity
with the comparison group in the budget year

The "Gross Percentage Amount” will be reduced by
two adjustments

* First, two-tenths of one percent (0 2 percent) will
be deducted to account for the effect of turnover
and promotions in the budget year

® Second, an additional eight-tenths of one percent
(0 8 percent) will be deducted to account for the ef-
fect of higher paid law-school faculty 1n ten of the
State University’s comparison institutions

(These several adjustments are estimates to be used
only for the 1985-86 budget year During 1985, a
survey will be conducted by the State University to
determine the accuracy of these adyustments for
future years Commission staff will review the State
University's findings in both of these areas )

8. Administrative, medical, and community
college salaries

Adminusirative salaries

In its annual faculty salary report, the Commission
will include data on the salaries paid to administra-
tors at the Unmiversity, the State University, and
their respective comparison institutions The State
University will use the same group of comparison in-
stitutions as for its faculty survey For 1985-86 only,
the University of Califorma will use the same list of
comparison institutions and admimstrative position
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descriptions as were used for the 1983-84 budget cy-
cle Both the comparison group and the positions to
be surveyed for future years remain unresolved at
this time and will be considered by the Advisory
Commuttee during 1985

Medical faculty salaries

The Commission will include data on comparative
salaries and compensation plans for the University
of California and a select group of comparison 1nsti-
tutions on a biennial basizs commencing with the
1985-86 academic year Comparison institutions to
be surveyed will be Stanford University, the Univer-
sity of Chicago, the Unmiversity of lllinos, the Um-
versity of Michigan, the University of North Caro-
Iina, the Umversity of Texas at Houston, the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin, and Yale University Disci-
plines to be surveyed will be internal medicine, pe-
diatrics, and surgery, which, taken together, will be
considered representative of the medical profession
as a whole

Communuly college facully salaries

In 1ts annual report on faculty salaries, the Com-
mussion shall include such comments as 1t considers
appropriate to satisfy the recommendation of the
Legislative Analyst contained in the Analysis of the
Budget Bill, 1979-80 Comments shall be directed
to, but need not be limited by, the contents of the
Annual Report on Staffing and Salartes of the Com-
munty Colleges’ Chancellor’s Office

9. Supplementary information

Supplementary information remains an unresclved
1ssue The categories of data to be supphed by the
segments and the years to be included in historieal
series will be discussed by the Technical Advisory
Commuttee 1n 1985

10. Criteria for the selection of comparison
institutions

University of California

The following four criteria will be used to select
comparison institutions for the University

1 Each institution should be an eminent major
university offering a broad speetrum of under-
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graduate, graduate (Master’s and Ph D), and
professional instruction, and with a faculty re-
sponsible for research as well as teaching

2 Each institution should be one with which the
University 1s in significant and continuing compe-
tition 1n the recruitment and retention of faculty

3 Each institution should be one from which 1t 1s
possible to collect salary and benefit cost dataona
timely, voluntary, and regular basis (Not all in-
stitutions are willing to provide their salary and
benefit cost data, especially 1n the detail required
for comparison purposes )

4 The comparison group should be composed of both
public and private institutions

In selecting these institutions, stability over time 1n
the composition of the comparison group 1s impor-
tant to enable the development of faculty salary
market perspective, time-series analysis, and the
contacts necessary for gathering required data

The California Siate University

The following five criteria will be used to select com-
parison institutions for the California State
University

1 General Comparability of Institutions Compari-
son 1nstitutions should reflect the mission, fune-
tions, purpoeses, objectives, and institutional di-
versity of the Califorma State University system
Faculty expectations at the comparison 1nstitu-
tions, 1n terms of pay, benefits, worklcad, and pro-
fessional responsibilities, should be relatively si-
milar to those prevailing at the California State
University To those ends, State University com-
parison nstitutions should include those that of-
fer a wade variety of programs at both the under-
graduate and graduate levels but that grant very
few 1if any doctoral degrees Specifically, the 20
wnstitutions that awarded the largest number of
doctoral degrees during the ten-year period be-
tween 1973-74 and 1983-84 should be excluded
The list should 1inelude both large and small, and
urban and rural institutions from each of the four
major regions of the country (Northeast, North
Central, South, and West) Approximately one-
fourth to one-third of the institutions on the hist
should be private or independent colleges and uni-
versities, and none of these institutiens should be
staffed predominantly with religious faculty



2 Economic Comparabihity of Institutional Location

The comparison group, taken as a whole, should
reflect a general comparability in Living costs and
economic welfare to conditions prevailing 1n Cali-
forrua Consequently, institutions located 1n very
high cost areas, such as New York City, or 1n se-
verely economically depressed areas, such as por-
tions of the deep South, should not be included on
the list In order to ensure a continuing economic
comparability between California and those re-
gions 1n which comparison institutions are locat-
ed, the Commussion will periodically review such
economic indicators as it consiuders appropriate
and 1nclude the results of 1t5 surveys in 1ts annual
report on faculty salaries and [ringe benefit costs

3 Avadabuity of Data Each institution should be

one from which 1t 15 possible to collect salary and
benefit cost data on a timely, voluntary, and reg-
ular basis (Not all institutions are willing to pro-
vide their salary and benefit cost data, especially
1n the detail required for comparison purposes )

Fringe Benefits The comparison institutions
should provide fringe benefits, including a retire-
ment program that vests 1n the faculty member
within five vears This criterion will be reviewed
further by the Techmical Advisory Committee
{see Chapter Four)

Unewersity of California Comparison Institutions
The comparison group developed for the Califor-
ma State University should not include any 1nsti-
tution used by the University of Califorma for 1ts
comparison group



Appendix C

House Resolution No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session,
Relative to the Economic Welfare of the Faculties
of the California Public institutions of Higher Education

WHEREAS, The Master Plan for Public Higher Education strongly recom-
mended that every effort be made to ensure that the institutions of higher
education in California maintain or improve their position in the intense com-
petition for the highest quality of faculty members; and

WHEREAS, The Coordinating Council for Higher Education in its annual re-
port to the Governor and the Legislature regarding level of support for the
California State Colleges and the University of California recommended that
funds should be provided to permit at least an additional 5 percent increase in
academic salaries for the California State Colleges and the University of Cali-
fornia; and

WHEREAS, The Trustees of the California State Colleges in their annual re-
port to the Legislature declared that the California State Colleges are falling far
behind in the face of this competition and that by 1964-65 faculty salaries will
be lagging 14 to 18 percent behind those of comparable institutions; and

WHEREAS, Greatly increasing enrollments in institutions of higher education
in California during the next decade will cause a demand for qualified faculty
members which cannot possibly be met unless such institutions have a recruit-
ment climate which will compare favorably with other colleges, universities,
and business institutions, industry, and other levels of government; and

WHEREAS, California has achieved an enviable momentum in business and
industrial development, a momentum now threatened by lagging faculty sala-
ries so that failure to maintain adequate salary scales for faculty members in
California institutions of higher education would be false economy; and

WHEREAS, There have been widespread reports from the State College and
University campuses that higher salaries elsewhere are attracting some of the
best faculty members from the California institutions of higher education, and
if such academic emigration gains momentum because of inadequate salaries,
the effect will disrupt the educational processes and result in slower economic
growth, followed by lower tax revenues; and

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the difficult and
pressing problems faced by the California institutions of higher education in
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attracting and maintaining outstanding faculty members in a period of stiff
competition and rapid growth; and

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the difficult and
pressing problems faced by the California institutions of higher education in
attracting and maintaining outstanding faculty members in a period of stiff
competition and rapid growth; and

WHEREAS, The State’s investment in superior teaching talent has been
reflected in California’s phenomenal economic growth and has shown California
taxpayers to be the wisest of public investors, but unless the superionty in
faculty quality is maintained, the contributions by the California institutions of
higher education to the continued economic and cultural development of Cali-
fornia may be seriously threatened; now, therefore, be it

Resolved by Assembly of the State of California, That the Assembly Committee
on Rules is directed to request the Joint Legislative Budget Committee to study
the subject of salaries and the general economic welfare, including fringe bene-
fits, of faculty members of the California institutions of higher education, and
ways and means of improving such salaries and benefits in order that such
California institutions of higher education may be able to compete for the talent
necessary to provide the highest quality of education, and to request such com-
mittee to report its findings and recommendations to the Legislature not later
than the fifth legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session.



Appendix D

A RECOMMENDED METHOD FOR REPORTING TO THE LEGISLATURE
ON FACULTY SALARIES AND OTHER BENEFITS
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
THE CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES

{Pursuant to HR 250, 1964 First Extrecrdinary Session)

Prepared by the

Qffica of the Leguiative Analyst
State of Califarma

January 4, 1965
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INTRCDUCTION

The purpose of ths staf? report is to racommend 2
method for reporting to the Legislature on salamas
fxnge benefits and othar special economie bemefits for
facnlties of the Universiry of Califormua azd the Cali-
fornia Stace Colleges. This repor: has been prepared
by the Joint Legisiative Budger Commitiee 1 re-
sponse to Eouse Resalution 350 (1964 First Extraor-
dmarvSmon,.—*..paend:: 1)! which resolved:

‘““That the Agsembiy Commuttee on Rules is di-
rected to request the Join: Legisiacvs Budget Com-
mittee to study the subjeet of salaries and the gen-
erzl economic welfare, incloding frmge henefits, of
facuity members of the Califormia institutions of
higher education. and ways and means of improving
sueh salarmes and benefits in order that smeh Cali-
fornw institutions of higher educazion may be abie
to compete for the talent necessary to provide the
highest quality of educacion, and to request such
commirtee to report izs fndings and recommenda-
ticns to the Lagislatnrs not latsr thap the £ith
legislative day of the 1965 Begular Session.”’
Staff of the Joint Legisiative Budegmt Caommittee

initiated its study by sesimg information which wouid
refiect the masmimde of Califorma’s long-range and
immediate problams regarding the need to reeruiz and
retam an sdequate nmmber of high quality faemity.
While reviewmg past reports presentad to the Lems-
latare as justifestion for salarv inecreass recommen.
dadons by the Coordinaome Council for Higher Edn-
cation, the University of California and the California
State Colleges, it became apparent that the frst step
= =ying to unprove facnlty salariet and other bene-
8tz is to {urmish the Legislature with compreaensive
and consistent data wineh identify the natnre and
level of compenzirve benefits, The costs assoctared with
Teenmmandarinne pated according to priority, should
be wmeiuded iz proposals by the segments m order w
udmLemﬂamemdﬁemmmghwmchmap-
propriate and the bemefits which an appropriation
will bay.

There has exsted in the past a difarsnce between
wia: the msotamons have recommended as the need
for salary and benedit inevrenses and what has fnally
been, appropriated by the Legislarore, Thare are two
pranetpal remsons for this difersmce whieh 3t nes
may be closely related: (1) The Leguslamure may dis.
agree with wiat is proposed as o need, or (2) there
may not be enongh funds to mest the need because of
higher prrorzties in other arsas of the budget.

These nesds are very complex and, for exampie
wmelude suea 33etors as:

1. Disggresment with coneiumions drawa Som data

suhmitted 1 jusmication of resemTmendarane

2. Lacg of confidence ip the guanmty, quality, or

rype of dasa;

! Aupendicas deigtad.

3. The failure of advoeates to maite pomnts which
are concise and ciearly understandapie;

<+ The submission of conflieting dzta by legislative
sta or the Department of Finance, -

Lfter careful consideration, it was determuned that
a special report shouid be made to the Budge: Com-
mmeeconmmmgmommndauonsasmthehndm:

thehu:hgmmpmﬂdethaUmwdCaluer-
nia. the California Stars Colleges and i1ntersscad
groups the opportumity to indicata the basis oo whaich
salary and inge benefits should be rsported to the
Legnigrore, incindirg the lond of data to be com-
pileda.ndwhoshnuld compile and publisk it (Appen-

opies of Prepared Testimony Filed with the
mt Legislatrve Budget Commirttae at the Qetober
15,196'530@3) The contents of maosc of the pre-
pared statements discussed problewms and im some
instanses recommendariona relating to facnlty salaries
and other benesfts rather thap the prmpary purpose
of the Dearmg, but the testomony did serve o 1dentify
areas of econcern. The hesring aiso established less.
lative interest iz the subjeers of faculty workload and

lmﬁeomudpnmndmmmmedauhe
Qctober 13, 1964 hmg of the Joint Legslative
Budger Commurtee and other souress have revezled
sigmficant dndipgs and permmitred the development of
recommendanons concerming the type of miormanion
and method of pressutation that shouid be meluded
in fotore facunlty salary seports preparad for the
T eoisi

BACXGROUND

Cazrent procedurss for ceview of Zacnity salere
and other hemedt 13cTease proposals, starTmig with the
Sresentanion of recommendanons oF state colieges and
Tawverszry of Califormia admumistracve ofcials 0
therr respeemve goverming boards. appear generaliv
0 be zdeguate, WIth Iminor reservanons. The State
College Trustees and the Regents of the Tarversmtr
of Caiiformia gegerally formmate therr own roposais
in Desember apd forward them to the 3tate Depar:-
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ment of Finanee for budget comsideraton. Coneur-
rently the Coordinating Counetd for Higher Education
also maies a report itk recommendarions woieh is
made available to the State Department of Finanee.
The Governor and the Deparmment oi Finance con-
sider -hese salary .ncrease proposals wn relaton to the
avalability of funds and their own analysis of {aculty
salary needs and Jeerde how muen of an igereass, f
any, to wmelude m the Guvernor's Budget. The Lagis-
lattve Analyst in the Analyss of che Budget Bl oro-
vides analyus and recommendanons as o the Gover-
aor’s budget propesal

When appropriate legisiative commiriees hear the
budget request Zor facmty salary inereases they may
be confromred with several recommendations {rom
various sources. Thewr frst responsibility is to con-
qder the Govermor's recommendations in the Budgec
Bill Eowever, the Cmiversicy and the Califormia
Stats Colleces geperally request the opportumity to
sresent therr own recommendations, which freguently
diffsr from the Govermor’s proposal. ilso, the Co-
ordinatng Counml for Higher Educaton presents its
recommendacons, Varwens faculty crgamzations DAY
deqirw to make independent propesals, The Legualature
has been cooperative in providing ail intaresated parties
the OpporcunIty to present their vViews, hut ‘these
presentanions have been Darked by axtreme Taratoas
in recommeadations and m the data whuch support

the requests.

WHO SHOULD PREPARE FACULTY
SALARY REPORTS

Thers apuears to be some differsnce of spmien
copesraing the purpose of faculty salary reports and
recommendations prepared by the Coordinanng Conn-
ol or Higher Education. The University of Califorma
and the Califorma Stats Colleges contend thas they
should maks direet recommendations to the Goveraor
ind the Legesiarure and that Coordinasng Couned
recommendations shouald be regarded as wdependent
comments. Conversely, the Department of Finanee
and the Coordinating Council for Higher Edueanon
bhelisve that saiary reports and rscommendations ot
the Coordinazing Couneil should be tie primary re-
port submitted to the Department of Finance aod the
Goverzor to conmder m prepanng budget recommen-
dations. The Department of Finance states that seh
anportshomdberegardedasymﬂarms:amtom
apmual saiary rsport relaung o civil service salaries
prepared by the State Paronnel Board lor the Gov-
armor and the Legsiature. It 13 our opunion hat the
Legualazare spouid Zive specide and prrmary consd-
evamon to the recommendacons wm e Governor 3
Budget and to the annnal facuity salary report of
tka Coordizatizg Conneil Zor Higner Educanon. How-
aver, any separste recommendazons of the Cuvermty
of Califorma and :ha Catiformua Stata Colleges saould
also be conmidersd.
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WHAT FACULTY SALARY REPCRTS SHQULD
CONTAIN

We do not believe that reporting required of the
Corversicy, the Californua State Calleges, and the
Coordinating Couneil for Higner Eduezman should
limit the right of these agemcies to :mphasize spearc
pownts in suppormng thewr oW recommendations.,
However, the Legislarure should take 3teps o egtab-
Lish 2 consistent basis upon wmich it will recetve com-
prehensive nformacon about faculty salaries. other
benefits, and reiated subjects from year 0 year. Alter
carefui commderstion of the stamsmeal and nther
grounds presentsd In support of salary and other
benedt increass proposals w the past, we recommend
that basic data be wncluded in facumity salary reports
to the Lemsiature in a consigent form n ths foiloww.
g areas:

A TFacuity Data

B. Salary Dam

C. Fringe Beneiits

D. Total Compensanon

B 3pemial Privileges and Benedts
F. Supplemeatary [ncome

Sineeitumiormﬁ'oﬁtheuemmmd
legslative branches of government to analyze recome-
mendatious prior to the commencement of a leguslative
sesnon, all reports apd reeammendamane should be
compieted by December 1 of esch year.

A. Fecuity Dara

1L Findings

a. Informanve dara about the uize, compoaition,
petention, and recrmitment of (California
State College fzculty has been presented w
the Legrsiarnre from nme to tums, but usa-
ally 1t tas been so gelecuve that ¢ lacks
objeenimty and has been incomwuiscent from
TeAr O Fear.

b. Superior iaculty performance das oot been
demonstrated

21 3 resson to Justiy past re
quests for superior salarzes.

(&

En_nn“mﬂzﬁnn_c

Tue foilawing data shouid be commied and pre-
qented annmally oo & confistent bams. Dedni-
nons of what constitutes facuity are left to the
disesstion of the Garversty aud the state col
leges put shoald be cleariy defined 12 any Teport.
Additional data may be meluded :n any gIven
year to smphasize specal nroblems, ut smea
data stould supplemant =ot replace the hasie
\nformation recommended beiow Grapas shonid
be used whez practeal, accompamed by sup-
portiag caples wmn an appendixz Recommended
lacuity "ata wnciudes:



2 The number of facultr, by rack and the in-
erense gver the previous five years to refect
mstitutional growth.

b. Current facnlts composition expressed m
meamngtal tarms, ncloding but not Lmited
to the persentage of the faculty who bave
PhDs.

e. Student-faculty ratics as a means of express-
ing perfcrmancs.

d Data relating to all new full-ttme facuity for
the eurrent academic vear mcjuding the nzm-
ber hired, sourse of empioyment, their rank
and highest degree held. Existing vacancres
shbould aiso be noted Pertmment historical
trends m these data should be analyzed. We
do not believe that subjective and incomplete
data esmmating reasons for tarning down
offars, such as has been presentad in the past.
serves any usefnl purpose.

¢. Faculry taroover rates companng the num-
ber of separations to total faculty aceording
to the followmg suggested categories; death
or retirement, to ressarch or graduate work,
intra-insatotional transfers. other college or
University teaching, business and govern-
ment, other.

. Comments

The first three resommendanons sbove are de-
signed to reflect faculty size, composition, rute
of growtk, and workioad. The inclusion of con-
mstant data from year to rear will facilicate
trend analyms as it relates to the institubons
tonvoived and, whan possible, to comparable in-
strutions. The purpese of ineluding data on
new facuity and faculty turngver is to promde
a quantitative base for discussmons of problems
reiating to facuity recrmiment and retention. It
may also be benefisial to include some bame
statisnes about the available supply of faculry
to see what proportion of the market, new PhD’s
for exampie, Celiforma institations bire every
year.

B. Salary Dara
1 Findi

2. The Universtr for several years has ex-.
changed salary data to provide a conmstent
companson Witk a speczal group of five “'em-
1ment’’ unrversimes, as well as with a group
of mine public aniversities. Converselr, the
Califormia State Colleges bave not yet estab-
lished a list of comparable insTItTRORS wWRieC
is aseeptable 10 them.

b. Both the Tarvermity of California and the
Coordinating Council for Higher Edueanon
maintain that salarT comparisons to &ppro-

prate insttotions is the best single method
of determuning salary needs.

o The Umversity of Califgrmie places less sig-
nificapee op salary compamsons with nom-
aeademic employment than the Coordinatung
Council on Eigber Edncancn and the Cali-
forme State Colleges.

4. Salary increases have been proposed on the
bams of differentials between total compensa-
tion (salares plus frmge benefits} in eom-
pareble insutunons

e Both the Tmyversty and the California State
Colleges have tended to relate the gize of
proposad salary incresses to how mmeh of an
incresge wonid be necessary o retwrn W 2
specific compentve pesition waich exsted in
1957-53 and wiuch was unusceily advan-
tageous.

£ Salary comparsens have frequently been
made to varions levels of teaching mcluding
elementary, ligh schoal, and jumsor college
salgries.

g. Methods of salarr comparsons with other
institntions bave vaned from year to year in
reports prepared by the state eolleges.

2 Mmmﬂghmc

2 We recommend that proposed facuity salarr
inereases disttnguish berween: (1) increases
necessary t0 mantain the current compen-
mve posinon and (2} imereases to improve
the ecurrent compstitrve poshicll
(1) Proposed incresses to mamtain the exigt.
mg competitve poaition should be equv-
alent to a projection of the average
galars reiationship between the Umiver.
sitr, or state colleges. and comparable
ingotatoens durmng the current fiseal
vear to the next fiseal year. We recom-
mend that this projection be based om &
projestion of actual salarT imcreases by
rank 1n comparzble insutunens dumng
the past fve years, permitung stansacal
adjustments for unusual arcumStances.
Thus the proposed incresse to mamrain
the etisong compentive position would,
m efect. be equal to the average of an-
pual salarr Incresses i  comparaole
msututious durmg the past fve years A
record of tze seeurzcT of projecnons
should be mamntammed m an appendiz

(2) Resommendanlions to Improve the ecur-
rent compeunve pomitions saould be te-
lated to the sddimonai agvaztages o0 be
dessved.

y. It 15 also recommended that the Califormia
State College Trustees select a list of com-
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parable institations within the next yesr and
that agreemants be gegotiated to exchange
salary darz 12 a form wineh will facilitats
comparisons. A list of the crxteria used to
seleet comparanle insatutions, plus charac-
teristies of the instirutions selected. shounid
be ineiuded in next reir’s veport
. Specific propesals Zor salary wncreases shouid
be accompanied by comparmoas of current
salary amounts and historie trends to com-
parable institutions. The following general
pringiples are conmdered to be importast.
(1) Salary data should be separated from
frmmge benefit and specal benefit data
far_ purposes of reporting salary com-
parisons
A consistent form should be used from
vear to vear to present salary data. A
suggested lorm might be to Ulustrate a
five-vear historie trend in average sal-
aries by using a line graph for each
rank. An aitermative mught he a table
which mmply shows where California
ranked among comparable institutions
during the past £ve years.
The carrenas salary pomcon might best
be dlustrated by showmng a list of aver.

I

~_
w2
-

from the hughest to the lowest average,
by rank for the last actmal and currenc
This wifl show tha relative posi.
{ the Califormua mscitation for the
last aetual and corrent years, as well as
the range of averages Irequency distm-
butions of faculty by rank or professor
skould be ineorporated in an appendix
and any sgmiecant lbmitations m the
use of avarages between those parncular
mstirutions i a grven year should be
noted. For exampie, an onusoal propor-
rion of facuity in the high ranis or the
low rapis would afect the comparabilicy

of the arithmeric means,

(3) Specizl dats to llnscrate a particuiar
problem 1z any given year would be
gppropriaza as lomg as 1t suppiements,
rather than seplaces, bame salary dara

d. Finally, 1t 13 recommended that salary data
be reported in a Jorm by rank wnich compen-
sazes Jor diferences :n faculty distrmbumons.

a
EE
o

< Fringa Zenefits
1. Findings

2. The dedmitton of iringe benefits generzily
ineludes venedts available to all Zacuity that
have a doilar cost o the empioyer. Senedts
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and services in kind are consmidered to be
fringe bepefits oniy if a cash paymecat opton
i3 availabie. Retirement and healith insur-
ance, by dedmrion, are the only vwo pro-
grams conmdered as fringe beneiits by the
Umre.—nrr of Califormia and the Califormia
Staze Colleges.

b. Comparmons of ‘ringe bemedts. when com-
parisons have been made at ail, have gener.
ally been limited to the dollar contmbation
by the mplover and have not wncluded any
analysis of the quality of the benefits to the
employee.

2, ?manr‘ arinnu

3. It is recommended chat fringe benedi com-
parisons of type of benedt be inginded in
faculty salary reports, but compared sepa~
rately from salar:es. Such comparisons should
include an analywms of the quality of the
bemefits as weil as ths dollar cost to the
emplover.

b. Proposals to wnerease specide fringe benefits
shouid be made ssparutely irom salares, in.
cluding separate cost estimates.

Commanits

Separata propesals for inereases in salaries and

fmnge bezedts should be made to minimize mis-

understanding about compeuitve positions. For

exampie, information submitted o the 1963

Legsiaturs by the Univermty of California, m

support of a proposed salary wmcrease for 1963

6+, compared total compensation data (salaries

plus fmpge benefts) rather than salaries alone.

This report stated wma part: “‘In comparme sal-

arres, frmge bepedts must be taksn mto ae-

count. Salary comparisons between the Tmver.
sty and other wsntutions based on salary slons
look far more favorabie tham comparmsons of
salariey pluy benefits,’’ The laast Javorable com-
parison was with fringe benefits. zot salartes,
thas the report recommended a3 salzry moresse
largely on the bams of a differsnce in imnge
begedts. Although 1t 13 felt that comparisons of
totai compensation are appropriate wnelgsions in

a facuwity salary report, such data skouwld only

he in addifton to rather thap in piace of sepa-

rats anaiyses of the current comperriive pemtion

1 salaries and iringe benests,

D. Totul Camoensation
L Findings

a Total compensation dara conswts of average
salaros plus 2 dollar amommet reoresenting
the amployer’s cost of nge benefiis,

b. The Coordinating Counc:l for Eigher Edu-
cation, the University of Califprma and the
Caiiformia Stats Colleges have m the pass all



used total compensation data prepared and
published by the American Assoeianon of
Univernity Professors in thewr respective
faculty salary reporss.
2 Recommendations
We recommend that total compensation cata, as
reported by the American Assaeiation of Tm-
versity Professors, be meiuded in facuity salary
Teports as a supplement to separate salary and
fringe bepsiit information.
E Speas! Privileges and Benefits
1 Findi

benefirs whieh are not classified as fringe bene-
fits becanse they may not be avalable to ail
facnlty or £t the definition of a fringe benefit
in some other respect. Examples az the Univer-
sity of Califorma include up w0 one-half the
sost of moving expenses, vacations for 11-month
appointees, the waiving of nopresident tuition
for facuity children, sabbateal leaves witk pay,
and other special and sick leaves mith or with-
out pay.

. Recommendanons
It 1s resommended that & list of spemal privi-
hgumdbemﬁubedeﬂnedmdsum:mof
reiated policies be incinded in a special seemon
in fuware facalty salary reports so that the
Leg:ﬂmwiﬂbeameofwha:theseprwi-

leges and benefits ineiuds.

Comments

The expansion or establishment of some of these
special prinileges and benefiis could improve
recrmiting suecess mors than the expenditure of
comparabie amounts in salaries. For evampie,
movIng expenses are not currently ofered by
the state colleges but some allowance mught
make the difersnce of whether a young candi-
date from the East counld 2ccept an appoint-
ment. If this type of beneiit 13 propesed. 1t must
melnde adequaze controls.

E. Supplemantary !ncome

L Findi

2. The muitaple lovalties created by permuitting

faenlty to supplement their salamies by earz-

Ing eXtT2 income from various sourees wrthm

and oumnde s college or University is ree-

ognized as 4 problem common to IDSTLTRODS

of hugher educaton throughout the United
States,

b. Thers apparentiy are proporuonately more

private consnlting opportumues m Cabifor-

(54

e

nia than i other areas of the namon. For
example, 51 percent of the federal resegreh
Jofenss contracts wers concentrated in Call-
formia during 1963-34.

¢. The Unaversity of Califormia has general pol-
imes designed to insure that outside activinies
do not interfare with Univermity responsibili-
ties. I ourside activities interfere with Toi-
versity responsipilites, the facuity member
gmeuﬂymtukea.leavaofalmncewnh-
out pay undl such cutnde activities are com-
pleted. These and other related University
polimes were praised in a 1956 Carnegie-
fingneed stody titled Umwersity Facully
Compensshon Policies and Praciices.

d The Coordinating Couneil for Higher Edu-
cation submitted excerpts from namonwide
studies relating to the magnivode of outside
activities. We have no way of determining
how tha data may relate to Califormis, but if
the figures are rsasomable, then it appears
that probabiy a large percentage of faculty
have at lesst one souree of extra meome.
Sourees of incame were reported are follows:

Perewnt of facxity

earnmy sddilonal

Source ingome from joures

Lectunng %1%

General wntng =3
Scmmer aod extension ra-~k-ae bo]
Goverament consuigog 13
Tesebook writing i8
Private coosuiting i
Pubile sermce and foandotign ~r=——lri=r 2
Other profeasioonl activime= s

Source® Cmvernty Pamity Compensunion Poilcics and Praoctices
wm the O. 3 . Assocration of Ammrican Univecsites, Gatvermer
of Ilinsts Press, Urbans, 1384

o. The Truted Scate Office of Educanon has
jus: completed a manonwide sample sorvev
of outside earmings of college facnity ler
1961-52. Although data has not been pub-
lished vet, spemial permussion has been re-
esrved to report the following resuits waich
are quoted from a letter semt to the Lems-
latzve Ansiyst on December 3, 1961 from tae
sta® of the Cabforma State College Trustees:

OUTSIDE SARNINGS OF TEACHING FACULTY ON
ACANEMIC YEAR CONTRACTS (9=10 MONTHS)
The T. S. Qffice of Educanon has just compieted a
pationwide scrver of outside eermngs by a samping
of all college faculty nanonwide for 1961-62. The re-

sults are 2s follows:
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Aoerage
Percent carmags
All with ourside a=wmrmme T 2000
summer teaching £ 1200
Other summer employmen® a 1.300
(ithey teacning oo 12 200
Bovuities ) 1200
Sneeches 9 200
Consultant fres .. L L
Retiremens (12dsvidosis who have retired who
aisrTers afwer mAmS) P
QOther profesmo s 10 1300
K] 1500

Non-profswsionsl earnings

The lughest average earnings by teaching fieid and
the percentage with outside earnings are:

Avereys

Porvent sarnings

Law (which we Jo oot kave) i) 35300
Eagneermg 53 3200
Busmness aad Commeree 3 2,000
Physical Soenees an 2000
Agsiculture ! =200
Prrchology 55 2700

ip light of the Jom: Commuttee diseussion you mught
be interested in the followmng:

Average

Percant scrawmgs

Soal Sciences % $1.900
Tloe ALTE e ke 1.600
Philorapay T 1500
Reli;aon apd Theolofl e ] 1200

2. Recommendanions
2 e recommend that the Coordinating Coun-
@l for Bizher Eduneation, the Tniveraity of
California and the Califorma State Colleges
cooperate mn determining the extent t0 which
ractity members particpate in extra activi-
Qeq to supplement thexr mne-month salares
meiudiag mformation 25 to when extra ac-
uviues are usually performed (such as vaca-
s1ons. ete.,. Suel aetivities would imelude.
but not be limated to, lecturing, general wrt-
g, sunmer agd exiension teaching, govern.
ment consulting. testhook wrimng, private
consuiting, publie service sad foundauon
consultung. azd other profesmongl actrvines.
I2 sueh a study suggests that the magmitude
of these acnvimes 1s such that the periorm.
anee of normal Triversity and state colleze
responsibilines are perhaps being agrarseir
afected. then conmderanion soould be grven
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to the posmbilicy of maigtarmng riore coms
plete and meaningtul records. Sueh records
would aid admimstrative officials and aca-
demic semates when revlewing Tecommenda.
tions for promotions and salary increases
and provide summary data for reporthng to
the Lemsiature on these signifieant faculcy
welfare items. Next vear's facultr salary re-
port of the Coordinanng Couxnell for Eicner
Educatiog snould incorporate the results of
this study.

b. We also rseommend that exisung swate ¢ol-
lege policies and enforcement pragtices re-
garding estra employment be reviewed and
updated.

¢ Finally. 1t is ecommended that faculty sal-
ary reports keep the Legmslature informed
about polietes and practices relanng to exa
employmesnt.

. Comments

In our opumon. it would seem thal 2oy exira
employment would adeer the quality of per-
formance of Unrversicy responsibilities sinee
facuity sarvevs indieate that the average fae-
uity workweek 1s 34 houry. The tume spent on
getivities for extra compensarion (eseept dur-
ing the summer) wouid be on top of what the
acultr has defined as therr average workweek
Besause. 1 some instances, 1t is dificult to de-
termine thether a given licome-producing ae-
nﬂt}',mehaswnungabookmcuns;dereda
normal Tmversity responsibility or an exira
act1vitT, disnnenons berween normel and exma
actiTities need to be more cleariy defined.

Much of the outside compersation reeervad
by ‘acglte comes in the form of grants made
direetly 70 the Zaculty member rarher chen
through the Unmiversicy or colleges. There 13 no
regular reportng of these grants or the ner-
sonal compensanon which they previde to fae-
ultr. and the colleges and Tmversicy do aot
comsider the repormng of sueir mcome to Se
fpagible. It mav be demrable o0 encourage the
Congress to direet that greater nambar of
zrants made by Uxited States agepmes for re-
search be made dirsetly to academie 1DsTITU-
noms.
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Appendix E

SANTA BARBARA * SAWTA CRUZ

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
BERKELEY CALIFORNIA 84720

December 5, 1986

California Postsecondary Education Commission

1020 Twelfth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Director Pickens:

On behalf of the University of California, I am submitting Tables A-1 and A-4

of the faculty salary comparison report.

These tables contain the results

of the 1986-87 survey of the eight comparison institutions as well as the
percentage increases required to achieve parity with the mean salaries for

those institutions in 1987-88,

- Since we are st111 unable to obtain final data from one institution, the State
University of New York at Buffalo, we have estimated the average salaries for
that institution by the method agreed to with the CPEC staff. This method
uses 95 percent of the 6 percent increase which was provided to SUNY faculty

1n their collective bargaining agreement.

SUNY expects to have final data

next week. We will, of course, update this report if necessary at that time.

Tables A-2 and A-3 concerning fringe benefits will be submitted early in the
spring together with Tables A-5 and A-6 which show the FTE at each step, by

rank.

If you have any questions concerning these tables, please contact Director

Ellen Switkes at 415/643-6512.

Sincerely,

Aup_

Calvin C. Moore
Associate Vice President
Academic Affairs
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
FALL, 1986
TABLE A-4

Average Comparison Institution Salaries

Associate Assistant
Institution Professor Professor Professor
1986-87
z $59,258 $42,027 $32,733
Y 63,655 38,570 30,536
X 54,322 41,745 34,924
W 55,873 40,634 32,106
v 51,260 37,373 32,817
U 68,349 . 38,248 33,525
T 65,253 45,178 36,773
S 53,366 37,544 32,310
*Average 58,917 40,290 33,216
1981-82
z $41,804 $29,426 $22,418
Y 44 796 27,093 21,195
X 39,104 28,096 23,076
W 39,723 27,897 22,786
v 35,681 25,705 22,123
] 48,486 26,960 23,554
T 45,132 32,479 25,078
S 38,987 27,350 23,300
Average 41,714 28,126 22,941

Confidential data received from comparison institutions include 9- and 11-
month full-time salaries for all schools and colleges except health sciences
and law.

*. C e
Figures based on an estimate for one 1nstitution.



THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
FALL 1986
TABLE A-1

Projected Difference in Faculty Salaries: UC and Comparison Institutions
(Exciudes Health Sciences and Law)

Associate  Assistant

Professor Professor Professor Average2

*Comparison 8 Institut'ions:1

Average Salaries 1986-87 58,917 40,290 33,216

Average Salaries 1981-82 41,714 28,126 22,941

Projected Average 1987-883 63,129 43,293 35,767 65,319
University of California:

Average Salaries 1986-874 61,983 41,010 36,126 54,164

Projected Staffing 1987-88 3,346 996 724 5,066
Percentage Increase Needed to 1.8 5.6 (1.0) 2.1

adjust UC 1987-88 salaries to
equal the projected 1987-88
comparison average salaries

1Comparison institutions: Cornell University, Harvard University, Universaty
of I1linois, University of Michigan (Ann Arbor), Stanford University, Univer-
sity of Wisconsin (Madison), Yale University, and SUNY-Buffalo. Computed
from confidential data received from these comparison institutions.

2Averages based on projected 1987-88 UC staffing pattern.

3Compound annual growth rate over the five-year period is used for the one
year projection.

41986-87 average salaries adjusted to include merits and promotions to be
effective 7/1/87.

* . :
Figures are based on an estimate for one institution,
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APENDIX F1 Institution S Average Salary Calculations

Academic Rank

(9 Menth Faculty)

Professor
Associate Professor

Assistant Professor

Total

Academie Rank
(11 Month Faculty)

Professor
Associate Professor

Assistant Professor

Total

Number of Faculty

(Full Time Equivalent)

820
473
331

1,624

Number of Total Dollar
Faculty Outlay
148 $8,558,916
79 3,333,868
75 2,698,193
302 $14,590,977

Academic Rank

(All Faculty)

Professor
Agsociate Professor

Assistant Professor

Total/Average

Total Faculty

(Full Time Equivalent)

968
552
406

1,926

Total Doilar Outlay

$44,297,794
17,857,134
10,797,218

$72,952,146

Dollar Qutlay
Adjusted to
9-Month
Assignment

$7,360,668
2,867,126
2,320,446

$12,548,240

Appendix F

Average Salary

$54,022
37,753
32,620

$44,921

Average Salary Average Salary

Total Dollar Outlay

(Adjusted for 11-Month

Faculty)

$51,658,462
20,724,260
13,117,664

$85,500,386

{Unadjusted) (Adjusted)

$57,831 $49,734

42,201 36,293

35,976 30,939

$48,314 $41,550
Adjusted

Average Salary

$53,366
37,544
32,310

$44,393
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APPENDIX F2

Academic Rank

(9 Month Faculty)

Professor
Assoclate Professor

Assistant Professor

Total

Academic Rank
{11 Month Faculty)

Professor
Associate Professor

Assistant Professor

Total

Academic Rank
(All Faculty)

Professor
Associate Professor

Assistant Professor

Total/Average

42

Number of Faculty
(Full Ttme Equivalent)

497
122
153

772

Number of Total Dollar
Faculty Outlay
22 $1,398,857
4 242610
5 217,500
31 $1,858,967

Total Faculty

{Full Time Equivalent)

519
126
158

803

Institution T Average Salary Calculations

Total Dollar Qutlay

Average Salary

$32,663,221 $65,721
5,609,731 45,981
5,623,113 36,752
$43,896,065 $56,860
Dollar Outlay
Adjusted to
9-Month Average Salary Average Salary
Assignment {(Unadjusted) (Adjusted)
$1,203,017 $63,584 $54,683
208,645 60,653 52,161
187,050 43,500 37,410
$1,598,712 $59,967 $51,571
Total Dollar Outlay
(Adjusted for 11-Month Adjusted
Faculty) Average Salary
$32,663,221 $62,935
5,609,731 44 522
5,623,113 35,589
$43,896,065 354,665



APPENDIX F3 Institution U Average Salary Calculations

Academic Rank Number of Faculty
(9 Month Faculty) (Full Time Equivalent) Total Dollar Outlay Average Salary
Professor 442 $30,210,317 $68,349
Associate Professor 110 4,207,257 38,248
Assistant Professor 216 7,241,405 33,526
Total 768 $41,658,979 $54,243
Dollar Qutlay
Adjusted to
Acadermic Rank Number of 9-Month Average Salary Average Salary
(11 Month Faculty) Faculty  Total Dollar Qutlay Assignment (Unadjusted) {Adjusted)
Professor 0 0 0 0 0
Associate Professor 0 0 o 0 0
Assistant Professor 0 0 0 0 0
Total 0 0 0 0 0
Total Dollar Outlay
Academic Rank Total Faculty (Adjusted for 11-Month Adjusted
(All Faculty) (Full Time Equivalent) Faculty) Average Salary
Professor 442 $30,210,317 $638,349
Associate Professor 110 4,207,257 38,248
Assistant Professor 216 7,241,405 33,525
Total/Average T68 $41,653,979 $54,243
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APPENDIXF4  Insutution V Average Salary Calculations

Academic Rank Number of Faculty
{2 Month Faculty) (Full Time Equivalent) Total Dollar Outlay Average Salary
Professor 812 23 $41,842364 $51,515
Associate Professor 17325 6,361,446 36,718
Assistant Professor 249 8,044,761 32,308
Total 1,234 48 $56,248,571 $45,565
Dollar Qutlay
Adjusted to
Academic Rank Number of Total Dollar 9-Month Average Salary Average Salary
(11 Month Faculty) Faculty Outlay Assignment (Unadyusted) (Adjusted)
Professor 271 48 $15,940,623 $13,708,936 $58,717 $50,497
Associate Professor 68 07 3,089,881 2,657,298 45,393 39,038
Assistant Professor 93 26 3,705,855 3,187,035 39,737 34,174
Total 432 81 $22,736,359 $19,553,269 $52,532 $45,177
Total Dollar Gutlay
Academic Rank Total Faculty {Adjusted for 11-Month Adjusted
(All Faculty) (Full Time Equivalent) Faculty) Average Salary

Professor 1,083 71 $55,551,300 $51,260
Associate Professor 241 32 9,018,744 37,3173
Assistant Profegsor 342 26 11,231,796 32,817

Total/Average 1,667 29 $75,801,840 $45,464



APPENDIX F5 Institution W Average Salary Calculations

Academic Rank Number of Faculty
{9 Month Faculty) {Full Trme Equivalent) Total Dollar Qutlay Average Salary
Professor 408 $22,739,320 $55,734
Associate Professor 156 6,312,014 40,462
Assistant Professor 151 4,862,078 32,199
Total 715 $33,913,412 $47,431
Dollar Qutlay
Adjusted to
Academic Rank Number of Total Dollar 9-Month Average Salary Average Salary
{11 Month Faculty) Faculty Qutlay Assignment (Unadjusted) (Adjusted)
Professor 3 $260,949 $224,416 $86,983 $74,805
Associate Professor 2 125,812 108,198 62,906 54,099
Assistant Professor 1 20,900 17,974 20,900 17,974
Total 6 $407,661 $350,588 $67,944 $58,431
Total Dollar Outlay
Academic Rank Total Faculty (Adjusted for 11-Month Adjusted
(All Faculty) {Full Time Equivalent) Faculty) Average Salary

Professor 411 $22,963,736 $55,873
Associate Professor 158 6,420,212 40,634
Assistant Professor 152 4,880,052 32,108
Total/Average 721 $34,264,000 $47,523
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APPENDIX F6  Institution X Average Salary Calculations
Academic Rank Number of Faculty
(9 Month Faculty) (Full Time Equivalent) Total Dollar Outlay Average Salary
Professor 668 $35,951,092 $53,819
Associate Professor 260 10,832,380 41,663
Assistant Professor 294 10,284,120 34,980
Total 1,222 $57,067,592 $46,700
Dollar Outlay
Adjusted to
Academic Rank Number of Total Dollar 9-Month Average Salary Average Salary
(11 Month Faculty) Faculty Outlay Asgsignment (Unadjusted) (Adjusted)
Professor i $2,348,715 $2,019,895 $75,765 $65,158
Associate Professor 15 752,835 647,438 50,189 43,163
Assistant Professor 5 183,780 158,051 36,756 31,610
Total 51 $3,285,330 $2,825,384 $64,418 $55,400
Total Dollar Outlay
Academic Rank Total Faculty {Adjusted for 11-Month Adjusted
(All Faculty) {Full Time Equivalent) Faculty) Average Salary
Professor 699 $37,970,987 $54,322
Associate Professor 275 11,479,818 41,745
Assistant Professor 299 10,442,171 34,924
Total/Average 1,273 $59,892,976 $47,049

46



APPENDIXF7  [Institution Y Average Salary Calculations

Number of Faculty
(Full Time Equivalent}

Academiec Rank

{9 Month Faculty) Average Salary

Total Dollar Qutlay

Professer 384 $24,443,520 $63,655
Associate Professor 123 4,744,110 38,570
Assistant Professor 203 6,198,808 30,536

Total 710 $35,386,438 $49,840

Dollar Qutlay
Adjusted to
Academic Rank Number of Total Dollar 9-Month Average Salary Average Salary
{11 Month Faculty) Faculty Qutlay Assignment (Unadjusted) (Adjusted)
Professor 0 0 0 0 0
Associate Professor 0 0 0 0 0
Assistant Professor 0 0 H 0 0
Total 0 0 0 0 0
Total Dollar Outlay
Academic Rank Total Faculty (Adjusted for 11-Month Adjusted
(All Faculty) {Full Time Equivalent) Faculty) Average Salary

Professor 384 $24,443,520 $63,655
Associate Professor 123 4,744,110 38,570
Assistant Professor 203 6,198,808 30,536
Total/Average 710 $35,386,438 $49,840
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APPENDIXF8  Institution Z Average Salary Calculations

Number of Increase by 95%
Faculty Increase by 95% of of 6% to Reflect
Academic Rank (Full Time Total Dollar 6% to Reflect 1985- 1986-87 1986-87
(9 Month Faculty) Equivalent) Outlay 86 Adjustment Adjustment Average Salary
Professor 342 $17,983,820 $19,008,898 $20,092,405 $58,750
Associate Professor 269 10,077,373 10,651,783 11,258,935 41,855
Assistant Professor 155 4,534,990 4,793,484 5,066,713 32,688
Total 766 $32,596,183 $34,454,165 $36,418,053 $47,643
Increase by Increase by Dollar
Acadermic Number of 95% of 6%  95% of 6% Outlay
Rank Faculty to Reflect to Reflect  Adjusted to Average Average
{9 Month {Full Time Total Dollar 1985-86 1986-87 9-Month Salary Salary

Faculty) Equivalent)

Professor 16
Associate 11
Professor
Assistant 12
Professor
Total 39

Academic Rank
(All Faculty)

Professor
Assgociate Professor

Assistant Professor

Total/Average

A8

Qutlay Adjustment Adjustment Assignment (Unadjusted) (Adjusted)

$1,105,375 $1,168,381 $1,234,979  $1,062,082 $77,186 $66,380
494,769 522,971 552,780 475,391 50,253 43,217
399,864 422,656 446,748 384,203 37,229 32,017
$2,000,008 $2,114,008 $2,234,507 $1,921,676 $57,295 $49,274

Total Dollar Outlay

Total Faculty (Adjusted for 11-Month Adjusted
{Full Time Equivalent) Faculty) Average Salary

358 $21,157,501 $59,091

280 11,735,675 41,908

167 5,452,006 32,640

805 $38,345,183 $47,627



Appendix G

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

(IR _ A

BAKERSFIELD CHICO DOMINGULZ HILLS FRESNO FULLERTON HAYWARD HUMBOLDT

# f_ / LONG BEACH LOS ANGELES NORTHRIDGE
POMONA  SACRAMENTO  SAN BEHNARDINO  SAN DIEGG AN FRANCISCO SAN JOSE

SAN LUIS OBISPFO SONMOMA  STANISLAUS

OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR
1213} 590 5596

December 18, 1986
Dr. William Pickens
Director
California Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Bill-

This letter is to transmit to the Commission faculty salary lag calculations
corrected of the error that has been discovered and which was communicated to
Mr. Storey earlier this week. The revised calculations reflect a lag in
1987-88 of 6.97%; they are shown on Attachments B and C (revised). Attachment
A, unchanged, is also enclosed.

The earlier computation resulted in an error of .0018. In determining the
1981-82 average salaries (used to establish the five-year trend), data for one
institution inadvertently were counted twice, while another institution's data
were omitted. As the institutions involved were at opposite extremes in terms
of salary levels, the impact on the group average salaries was sufficient to
alter the five-year trend calculations and hence the projections into 1987-88.

Naturally, we are concerned that the calculations previously submitted were
incorrect and deeply regret the error. HWe have prided ourselves in the
correctness of this process and bring the miscalculation to your attention so
that the integrity of these calculations is assured.

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding this matter or any
other aspect of our faculty salary computations.

Sincerely,

(leser

Caesar J. Naples
Vice Chancellor

I — Faculty and Staff Relations
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The California State University

Office of the Chancellor

CSU Average Faculty Salaries

1986-87
No. of
Rank Faculty
Professor 7,450
Associate Professor 2,627
Assistant Professor 1,417
Instructor 175
Totals and All Ranks Average Salary 11,669

December 5, 1986

Attachment A

Average

Salary
$49,077

37,900
30,658
26,370
$43,984



b i b o b

Attachment B

Revised
The California State University
Office of the Chancellor
Faculty Salary Data from Comparison
20 Universities & Projection to 1987-88
N B1-82 86-87 E-Year 87-88
86/87 Salaries Salaries Trend Projection
Professor 4,094 37,286 50,581 6.29 53,762
Associate Professor 4,265 27,778 37,603 6.24 39,951
Assistant Professor 3,000 22,287 31,168 6.94 33,330
Instructor 479 17,493 24,362 6.85 26,031
A1l Ranks 11,838 39,925 6.41 42,485
A1l Ranks (CSU
Staffing) 44,909 6.34 47,755

Salary data for 1986-87 based on fourteen (14) institutions reporting Fall
1986 data, and projections from 1985-86 data for 6 institutions.

Revised December 15, 1986
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Attachment C
Revised

The California State University
Office of the Chancellor

Estimate of CSU Faculty Salary Lag in 1987-88
With the 20 Comparison Institutions

Using Law Adjustment Factor of 0.8%

CSU Final Comp. Inst.
1986-87 1987-88
Salaries Projection
CSU Staffing Pattern $43,984 $47,755
Comp. Inst. Staffing 39,464 42,485
Average of Two Computations
Adjustments 0.2% (Law)

0.2 (growth)
0.75 (merit awards)

CSU Net Lag

Revised December 15, 1986
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Appendix H

APPENDIX H1  Institution A Average Salaries, 1986-87
{11-Month Salartes Converted to 9-Month by Applytnga 75 Factor)

Academie Rank

(9 Month Total
Faculty) Male Dollar Amount Female Dollar Amount Number  Average Salary
Professor 388 $18,406,704 48 $2,199,473 436 $47,262
Associate 350 12,764,478 73 2,560,578 423 36,229
Professor
Assistant 189 5,865,152 96 2,746,499 285 30,216
Professor
Instructor 5 131,307 31 700,486 36 23,105
Total 932 $37,167,641 248 $8,207,036 1,180 $38,453
Acadermic Rank
(11 Month Total
Faculty) Male Doliar Amount Female Dollar Amount  Number  Average Salary
Professor 39 $2,522,967 6 $346,728 45 $63,771
Assoclate 13 701,328 0 1] 13 53,948
Professor
Assistant 5 205,136 1 29,060 6 39,033
Professor
Instructor 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 57 $3,429,431 7 $375,788 64 $59,457
Academic
Rank
{(Combined Increase by
and Adjusted 6% for Mad-
for Eleven Dollar Dollar Total Average Year
Months) Male Amount Female Amount Number Salary Adjustment
Professor 427 $20,298,929 54 $2,459,519 481 $47,315 $50,154
Associate 363 13,290,474 73 2,560,578 436 36,356 38,537
Professor
Assistant 194 6,019,004 97 2,768,294 291 30,197 32,009
Professor
Instructor 5 131,307 31 700,486 36 23,105 24,492
Total 989 $39,739,714 255 $8,488,877 1,244 $38,769 $41,095

Source Califormia State University, Office of the Chancellor
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APPENDIX H2 Institution B Average Salaries,

1986-87
Academic Rank
(9and 11
Months Number of
Combined) Faculty

Professor 93
Associate 91
Professor

Assistant 48
Professor

Instructor 15
Total 247

Source California State University,

Office of the Chancellor

Average
Salary

$45,909
36,783

30,315

23,415

$38,150

APPENDIX H3 Institution C Average Suolaries,

1986-87
Acadernic Rank
(9and 11
Months Number of
Combined) Faculty
Professor 82
Associate 56
Professor
Assistant 72
Professor
Instructor 3
Total 213

Source California State University,
Office of the Chancellor

54

Average
Salary

$47,620
36,655

28,888

29,380

$38,148

1986-87
Academic Rank
(9and 11
Months Number of
Combined) Faculty

Professor 92
Associate 102
Professor

Assistant 84
Professor

[nstructor 18
Total 296

Source Cahfornia State Umversity,
Office of the Chancellor

APPENDIX H5 Instutution E Average Salartes,

Average
Salary

$42,017
33,340

29,799

20,206

$34,233

APPENDIX H6 Institution F Average Salaries,

1986-87
Academic Rank
(9and 11
Months Number of
Combined) Faculty

Professor 274
Associate 264
Professor

Assistant 204
Professor

Instructor 46
Total T88

Source Califorma State University,
Office of the Chancellor

Average
Salary

$48,178
36,180

29,304

22,469

$37,7711



APPENDIX H4

Academic Rank
(9 Month
Faculty)

Professor

Associate
Professor

Assistant
Professor

Instructor

Total

Academic Rank
(11 Month
Faculty)

Professor

Associate
Professor

Assgistant
Professor

Instructor

Total

Academic Rank
(Combined and
Adjusted for
Eleven Months)

Professor

Associate
Professor

Agsistant
Professor

Instruetor

Total

Institution D Average Salaries, 1986-87

(11-Month Salaries Converted to 9-Month by Applying a 8 Factor)

Mzle

124
185

62

18

389

Male

11

19

Male

131
196

63

18

408

Dollar Amount

$6,027,395
6,885,880

1,962,582

464,091

$15,339,948

Dollar Amount

$436,800
560,414

42,500

0

$1,039,714

Dollar Amount

$6,376,835
7,334,211

1,996,582

464,091

$16,171,719

Female

12
38

33

17

100

Female

Female

12
38

34

18

102

Source California State University, Office of the Chancellor

Dollar Amount

$603,202
1,281,080

913,219

395,752

33,193,253

Dollar Amount

$0
0

31,684

34,000

$65,684

Dollar Amount

$603,202
1,281,080

938,566

422,952

$3,245,800

Total
Number

136
223

95

35

489

Total
Number

11

21

Total
Number

143
234

97

36

510

Average Salary

$48,754
36,623

30,272

24,567

$37,900

Average Salary

$62,400
50,947

37,092

34,000

$52,638

Average Salary

$48,811
36,817

30,259

24,640

$38,074
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APPENDIX H7 Institution G Average Salaries,
1986-87
Academic Rank
(9and 11
Months Number of Average
Combined) Faculty Salary

Professor 158 $47,600
Associate 218 37,000
Professor
Assistant 163 29,600
Professor
Instructor 28 29,300
Total 565 $37,475

Source California State University,
Office of the Chancellor

APPENDIX H8 Institution H Average Salaries,

1986-87
Academic Rank
{(9and 11
Months Number of Average
Combined) Faculty Salary

Professor 196 $43,385
Associate 144 34,535
Professor
Assistant 132 27,575
Professor
Instructor 42 20,118
Tetal 514 $34,944

Source California State University,
Office of the Chancellor

APPENDIX H9 Institution I Average Salaries,
1986-87
Academic Rank
(9and 11
Months Number of Average
Combined) Faculty Salary

Professor 71 $51,306
Associate 110 36,519
Professor
Assistant 89 30,572
Professor
Instructor 49 22,081
Total 319 $35,933

Source California State University,
Office of the Chancellor

APPENDIX H12 [Insiitution L Average Salartes,

1986-87

Academic Rank

(9and 11

Months Number of Average

Combined) Faculty Salary

Professor 48 $41,109
Associate 19 31,513
Professor
Assistant 26 25,855
Professor
Instructor 0 0
Toatal 93 $34,884

Source California State University,
Office of the Chancellor



Institution J Average Salartes, 1986-87

(11-Month Salaries Converted to 3-Month by Applying a 864 Factor)

APPENDIX H10
Number of

Academic Rank Faculty

(9 Month (Male and Average

Faculty) Female) Salary
Professor 124 $60,135
Associate 146 42986
Professor
Assistant 97 33982
Professor
Instructor 17 25661
Total 384 $45,482

Academic Rank Number of Faculty

{11 Month Faculty)

Professor
Assgociate Professor
Assistant Professor

Instructor

Total

Academic Rank
{(Combined and
Adjusted for Eleven
Months)

Professor
Associate Professor
Assistant Professor

Instructor

Total

(Male and Female)

35
21
16

3

75

Total Faculty

124
146
97
17

384

Dollar Amount
$7,456,740
6,275,956

3,296,254

436,237

$17,465,187

Average Salary

$62,691
46,516
35,146
29,702

$50,966

Total Expenditures

$7,158,333
6,143,107
3,219,775
424,118

$16,945,334

Source California State University, Office of the Chancellor

Number of
10-Month
Faculty

Average
Salary

89 $59,130

125 42,393

81 33,752

14 24,795

309 $44,151

Unadjusted 12-
Month Faculty
Expenditures

$2,194,170
976,831
562,342
89,107

$3,822,450

Current-Year
Percentage Increase

8%
8 7%
87%
8 7%

8 7%

Dollar Amount
$5,262,570
5,299,125

2,733,912

347,130

$13,642,737

Expenditures
Adjusted for 11-
Months

$1,895,763
843,982
485,863
76,988

$3,302,597

Projected Current-

Year Salary

$62,751
45,737
36,081
27,119

$47,968
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APPENDIX H11

Academic Rank
(9 Month
Faculty)

Professor

Associate
Professor

Assistant
Professor

Instructor

Total

Academic Rank
(11 Month
Faculty)

Professor

Associate
Professor

Assistant
Professor

Instructor

Total

Academic
Rank
{Combined
and Adjusted
for Eleven
Months)

Professor

Associate
Professor

Assistant
Professor

Instructor

Total

Institution K Average Salartes, 1986-87
(11-Month Salaries Converted to 9-Month by Applying a 8182 Factor)

Male

194
191

118

510

Male

123
56

43

222

Male

317
246

161

8

732

Dollar Amount

$9,752,270
7,009,276

3,653,314

183,753

$20,598,613

Dollar Amount

$7,567,472
2,539,095

1,866,880

35,891

$11,999,338

Dollar
Amount

$15,935,794
9,086,764

5,180,795

213,119

$29,598,117

Female

13
48

mn

135

Female Dollar Amount
8 $332,014
40 1,323,916
54 1,562,623
3 67,600
105 $3,286,153
Female Dellar Amount
5 $295,359
8 363,347
17 746,092
0 0
30 $1,404,798
Dollar Total
Amount Number
$6573,677 330
1,621,207 294
2,173,075 232
67,600 11
$4,339,752 867

Source Californma State University, Office of the Chancellor
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Total
Number

202
231

172

10

615

Total
Number

128
63

60

252

Average
Salary

$50,029
36,422

31,698

25,520

$39,144

Average Salary

$49,922
36,074

30,325

25,135

$38,837

Average Salary

$61,350
46,071

43,5560

35,891

$53,191

Increase by
6% for Mid-
Year
Adjustment

$52,405
38,152

33,203

26,732

$42,108



APPENDIX H14

Academic Rank
{9 Month
Faculty)

Professor

Associate
Professor

Assistant
Professor

Instructor

Total

Academic Rank
(11 Month
Faculty)

Professor

Assoclate
Professor

Assistant
Professor

Instructor

Total

Academie
Rank
(Combined
and Adjusted
for Eleven
Menths)

Professor

Associate
Professor

Assistant
Professor

Instructor

Total

Source Califorma State University, Office of the Chancellor

Institution N Average Salartes, 1986-87
(11-Month Salartes Converted to 9-Month by Applyinga 81 82 Factor)

Male

206
197

96

499

Male

Male

209
198

96

0

503

Dollar Amount Female Dollar Amount
$10,780,338 8 $374,058
7,541,327 39 1,404,895
2,785,306 44 1,201,308
0 0 0
$21,106,971 91 $2,980,261
Dollar Amount Female Dollar Amount
$173,687 0 $0
52,609 2 90,303
0 0 0
0 0 0
$226,296 2 $90,303
Dollar Dollar Total
Amount Female Amount Number
$10,922,449 8 $374,058 217
7,584,372 41 1,478,781 239
2,785,306 44 1,201,308 140
] 0 0 0
$21,276,693 93 $3,047,988 596

Total
Number

214

236

140

590

Total
Number

3
3

Average
Salary

$52,058
37,921

28,476

$40,849

Average Salary

$52,123
37,908

28,476

$40,826

Average Salary

$57,896
47,637

$52,767

Increase by
95% of 6% for
Mid-Year
Adjustment

$68,326
42,488

31,905

$45,769
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Display Bl4a CPEC Adjustment to SUNY, Albany Average Salary Calculations

Average Salary
1984-85 (As [nerease by 95% [ncrease by 95%
Total Reported by of 6% to Show of 6% to Show
Academic Rank Faculty csu) 1985-86 1986-87
Professor 217 $52,058 $55,025 $58,162
Associate Professor 239 37,921 40,082 42,367
Assistant Professor 140 28,476 30,099 31,815
[nstructor 0 0 0 0
All Ranks Average 596 $40,850 $43,178 $45,639

.
hh ‘_-—-"—-

APPENDIX H13 Institution M Average Salaries, APPENDIX H16 Institution P Average Salaries,
198687 1986-87
Academic Rank Academic Rank
(9and 11 (9and 11
Months Number of Average Months Number of Average
Combined) Faculty Salary Combined) Faculty Salary
Professor 117 $44,649 Professor 91 $51,389
Associate 114 35,657 Associate 125 36,794
Professor Professor
Assistant 81 29,491 Assistant 73 29,706
Professor | Professor
Instructor 2 24 280 Instructor <] 25,227
Total 314 $37,344 Total 295 $39,310
Source California State Umiversity, Source Califorma State University,

Office of the Chancellor Office of the Chancellor



APPENDIX H15 Instutution O Average Salaries, 1986-87
(11-Month Salaries Converted to 9-Month by Applying a 8182 Factor)

Academic Rank
{9 Month

Faculty) Male

Professor 151

Associate 202
Professor

Assistant 117
Professor

Instructor 0

Total 470

Academic Rank
(11 Month

Faculty) Male

Professor 0

Associate 0
Professor

Assistant, 0
Professor

Instructor 0

Total 0

Academic
Rank
{Combined
and Adjusted
for Eleven

Months) Male

Professor 151

Assoclate 202
Professor

Assistant 117
Professor

Instructor 0

Total 470

Dollar Amount
$6,419,400
6,574,200
3,229,700
0
$16,223,300
Dollar Amount
$0
0
0
0
$0
Dollar
Amount Female
$6,419,400 9
6,574,200 38
3,229,700 31
0 3
$16,223,300 81

Female

Female

Dollar Amount
9 $329,500
as 1,126,800
31 808,700
3 63,700
81 $2,328,700
Dollar Amount
0 $0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 $0
Dollar Total
Amount Number
$329,500 160
1,126,800 240
808,700 148
63,700 3
$2,328,700 551

Source California State University, Office of the Chancellor

Total
Number

160
240

148

561

Total
Number

0
0

Average

Salary

$42,181
32,088

27,286

21,233

$33,670

Average Salary

$42,181
32,088

27,286

21,233

$33,670

Average Salary

$0
e

$0

Increase by
95% of 5% for
Mid-Year
Adjustment

$42,982
32,697

27,805

21,837

$34,309
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APPENDIX H17  Institution Q Average Salaries, 1986-87
(11-Month Salaries Converted to 9-Month by Applying a BI82 Factor)

Academic Rank

{9 Month Total

Faculty) Male Dollar Amount Female Dollar Amount Number  Average Salary
Professor 353 $19,150,888 33 $1,509,309 336 $53,524
Associate 270 10,196,528 52 1,829,332 322 37,347
Professor
Assistant 190 6,096,334 66 1,882,925 256 31,169
Professor
Instructor 22 700,900 9 225,936 31 29,898
Total 835 $36,144,650 160 $5,447,502 995 $41,801

Academic Rank

(11 Month Total
Faculty) Male Dollar Amount Female Dollar Amount Number  Average Salary
Professor 20 $1,330,618 4 $218,186 24 $64,534
Associate 64 3,172,118 6 244 637 70 48,811
Profesor
Assistant 63 2,419,829 16 551,098 79 37,607
Professor
Instructor 2 62,300 2 46,260 4 27,265
Total 149 $6,985,365 28 $1,060,179 177 $45,455
Academic
Rank
(Combined Increase by
and Adjusted 95% of 7T 2%
for Eleven Dollar Dollar Total Average for Mid-Year
Months) Male Amount Female Amount Number Salary Adjustment
Professor 373 $20,239,600 37 $1,687,829 410 $53,482 $57,140
Associate 334 12,791,955 58 2,029,494 392 37,810 40,396
Professor
Asgistant 253 8,076,238 82 2,333,832 335 31,075 33,200
Professor
Instructor 24 752,283 11 263,786 35 29,031 31,016
Total 984 $41,860,076 188 $6,314,940 1172 $41,105 $43,917

Source Califormia State University, Office of the Chancellor
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APPENDIX H18

Academic Rank

(9 Month
Faculty)

Professor

Associate
Professor

Assistant
Professor

Instructor

Total

Academic Rank

{11 Month
Faculty)

Professor

Associate
Profesor

Assistant,
Professor

Instructor

Total

Academic
Rank
(Combined
and Adjusted
for Eleven
Months)

Professor

Asgsociate
Professor

Assistant
Professor

Instructor

Total

Institution R Average Salaries, 1986-87
(11-Month Salaries Converted to 9-Month by Applying a 8182 Factor)

Male

282
271

194

57

804

Male

155
131

7

16

379

Male

437
402

271

73

1183

Dollar Amount

$14,085,860
9,680,079

6,030,370

1,179,200

$30,975,509

Dollar Amount

$9,181,985
5,659,730

2,732,155

598,260

$18,072,130

Dollar
Amount

$21,598,560

14,229,050

8,265,819

1,668,696

$45,762,126

Female

16
42

85

37

180

Female Dollar Amount
5 $200,350
37 1,220,754
73 2,080,650
28 555,200
143 $4,056,954
Female Dollar Amount,
11 $596,400
5 209,800
12 421,825
9 250,830
37 $1,478,855
Dollar Total
Amount Number

$688,324 453
1,392,412 444

2,425,737 366

$5,266,9563

Source California State University, Office of the Chancellor

760,429 110

1363

Total
Number

287
308

267

85

947

Total

Number

166
136

39

25

416

Average
Salary

$49,198
35,183

30,033

22,083

$37,439

Average Salary

$49,778
35,392

30,378

20,405

$36,993

Average Salary

$68,906
42,423

35,438

33,9564

$46,998

Increase by
95% of 10%
for 1986-87
Adjustment

$53,872
38,526

32,886

24,181

$40,995
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APPENDIX H19 [Institution S Average Salaries, 1986-87
(11-Month Salaries Converted to 9-Month by Applying a 8182 Factor)

Academic Rank
(9 Month

Faculty) Male

226
198

Professor

Associate
Professor

Assistant 69
Professor

Instructor 3

Total 496

Academic Rank
(11 Month

Faculty) Male

Professor 49

Associate 31
Profesor

Assistant 16
Professor

Instructor 2

Total a9

Academic
Rank
(Combined
and Adjusted
for Eleven

Months) Male

266
229

Professor

Associate
Professor

Assistant 85
Professor

Instructor 5

Total 585

Dellar Amount

$10,273,819
6,606,533

1,993,468

65,486

$18,939,306

Dollar Amount

$2,157,066
1,386,303

537,198

56,835

$4,137,402

Dollar
Amount

$12,038,730
7,740,806

2,433,003

111,988

$22,324,528

Female

31
73

69

8

181

Female Dollar Amount
25 $1,046,093
68 2,289,199
53 1,522,323
4 73,433
150 $4,931,048
Female Dollar Amount
6 $311,139
5 192,691
16 513,745
4 115,569
31 $1,133,144
Dollar Total
Amount Number
$1,300,667 297
2,446 859 302
1,942,669 154
167,992 13
35,858,186 766

Source Califormia State CUniversity, Office of the Chancellor

64

Total
Number

251
266

122

646

Total

Number

46
36

32

120

Average
Salary

$44,914
33,734

28,413

21,537

$3,6792

Average Salary

$45,099
33,443

28,818

19,846

$36,951

Average Salary

$53,657
43,861

32,842

28,734

$43,921

Increase by
95% of 6 7%
for 1986-87
Adjustment

$47,773
35,881

30,222

22,908

$39,134



APPENDIX H20 Institution T Average Salares, 19

(11-Month Salaries Converted to 9

Academic Rank
(9 Month

Faculty) Male

230
214

Professor

Associate
Professor

Assistant 101

Professor

[nstructor 5

Total 550

Academic Rank
(11 Month

Faculty) Male

Professor 4

Asscciate 12
Profesor

Assistant 0
Professor

Instructor 0

Total 16

Academic
Rank
(Combined
and Adjusted
for Eleven

Months) Male

234
226

Professor

Associate
Professor

Assistant 101

Professor

[nstructor 5

Total 566

Source. California State University, Office of the Chancellor

Dellar Amount

$10,849,016
7,438,391

3,188,783

162,287

$21,638,477

Dollar Amount

$220,075
557,789

0

$777,864

Dollar
Amount

$11,029,081
7,894,774

3,188,783

182,287

$22,274,925

Female

23
69

7

175

86-87

.Month by Applying a 8182 Factor)

Female Dollar Amount,
21 $903,998
a7 2,272,585
T7 2,181,287
6 142,768
171 $5,500,633
Female Dollar Amount
2 $113,896
2 80,644
0 0
0 0
4 $194,540
Doilar Total
Amount Number
$997,188 257
2,338,568 295
2,181,287 178
142,768 11
25,659,811 741

Total
Number

251
281

178

11

721

Total
Number

14

20

Average
Salary

$46,795
34,689

30,169

27,7132

537,699

Average Salary

$46,825
34,559

30.169

27,7132

$37,641

Average Salary

$55,662
45,602

$48,620

Increase by
3 1% for
1986-87

Adjustment

$48,479
35,938

31,255

28,731

$39,056
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE California Postsecondary Education Commis-
gion is a citizen board established in 1974 by the
Legislature and Governor to coordinate the efforts
of California’s colleges and universities and to pro-
vide independent, non-partisan policy analysis and
recommendations to the Governor and Legislature

Members of the Commission

The Commission consiste of 17 members, Nine rep-
resent the general publie, with three each appoint-
ed for six-vear terms by the Governor, the Senate
Rules Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly
Six others represent the major segments of postsec-
ondary education in California. Two student mem-
bers will be appointed by the Governor.

As of January 1992, the Commissioners represent-
ing the general public are:

Helen Z. Hansen, Long Beach; Chkair
Henry Der, San Francisco, Vice Charr
Mim Andelson, Los Angeles

C. Thomas Dean, Long Beach
Rosalind K. Goddard, Los Angeles
Mari-Luci Jaramillo, Emeryville
Lowel! J Paige, El Macero

Mike Roos, Los Angeles

Stephen P.Teale, M D, Modesto

Representatives of the segments are

William T Bagley, San Francisco, appointed by the
Regents of the University of California,

Joseph D.Carrabino, Los Angeles, appointed by the
California State Board of Education,

Timothy P Haidinger, Rancho Santa Fe, appointed
by the Board of Governors of the California Com-
munity Colleges,

Ted J Saenger, San Francisco, appointed by the
Trustees of the Califorma State University, and

Harry Wugalter, Ventura; appointed by the Council
for Private Postsecondary and Vocational Education

The position of representative of Califorma’s inde-
pendent colleges and universities is currently va-
cant, asare those of the two student representatives

Functions of the Commission

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and
Governor to "assure the effective utilization of pub-
lic postsecondary education resources, thereby elimi-
nating waste and unnecessary duplication, and to
promote diversity, innovation, and responsiveness
to student and societal needs "

To this end, the Commission conducts independent
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of
postsecondary education in California, including
community colleges, four-year colleges, universi-
ties, and professional and occupational schools.

As an advisory body to the Legislature and Gover-
nor, the Commission does not govern or administer
any institutions, nor does it approve, authorize, or
accredit any of them. Instead, it performs its specif-
iec duties of planning, evaluation, and coordination
by eooperating with other State agencies and non-
governmental groups that perform those other gov-
erning, administrative, and assessment functions,

Operation of the Commission

The Commission holds regular meetings through-
out the year at which it debates and takes action on
staff studies and takes positions on proposed legisia-
tion affecting education beyond the high school in
California. By law, its meetings are open to the
public Requests to speak at a meeting may he
made by writing the Commission in advance or by
submitting a request before the start of the meeting.

The Commussion’s day-to-day work is carried out by
its staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its ex-
ecutive director, Warren H. Fox, Ph D, who is ap-
pointed by the Commisgion.

The Commission publighes and distributes without
charge some 20 to 30 reports each year on major is-
sues confronting California postsecondary educa-
tion Recent reports are histed on the back cover

Further information about the Commssion and its
publications may be obtained from the Commission
offices at 1020 Twelfth Street, Third Floor, Sacra-
mento, CA 98514-3985, telephone (916) 445-7933



FACULTY SALARIES IN CALIFORNIA'S PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES, 1987-88
California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 87-17

ONE of a series of reports published by the Commus-
sion as part of its planning and ecordinating respon-
sibilities Additional copies may be obtained without
charge from the Publications Office, California Post-
secondary Education Commission, Third Floor, 1020
Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 98514-3985

Recent reports of the Commission include

87-2 Women and Minorities 1n California Public
Postsecondary Education Their Employment, Class-
ification, and Compensation, 1975-1985 The Fourth
in the Commission’s Series of Biennial Reports on
Equal Employment Opportumties in Cahfornia’s
Public Colleges and Universities {(February 1987)

87-3 1ssues Related to Funding of Research at the
University of California A Report to the Legislature
in Response to Suppltemental Language in the 1985
Budget Act (February 1987)

87-4 The Califormia State University’s South
Orange County Satellite Center A Report to the
Governor and Legislature in Response to a Request
from the California State University for Funds to
Operate an Off-Campus Center 1n [rvine (February
1987)

87-5 Proposed Construction of San Diego State Unu-
versity’s North County Center A Report to the Gov-
ernor and Legislature in Response to a Request for
Capital Funds from the California State University
to Build a Permanent Off-Campus Center of San D1-
ego State University in San Marcos (February 1987)

87-6 Internm Evaluation of the Califormia Student
Opportunuty and Access Program (Cal-s0AP) A Re-
port with Recommendations to the California Stu-
dent Aid Commussion (February 1987)

87-7 Conversations About Financial Aid State-
ments and Dhscussion at a Commission Symposium
on Major Issues and Trends in Postsecondary
Student Aid (February 1987)

87-8 California Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion News, Number 2 [The second 1ssue of the Com-
mission’s periodic newsletter] (February 1987)

87-9 Expanding Educational Equity in Califorma’s
Schools and Colleges A Review of Existing and Pro-

posed Programs, 1986-87 A Report to the California
Postsecondary Education Commussion by Juan C
Gonzalez and Sylvia Hurtado of the Higher Educa-
tion Research Institute, UCLA, January 20, 1987 (Feb-
ruary 1987

87-10 Overview of the 1987-88 Governor’s Budget
for Postsecondary Education 1n Calufornia, Presented
to the Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommat-
tee #1 by William H Pickens, Executive Director,
California Postsecondary Education Commssion
{March 1987)

87-11 The Doctorate in Education Issues of Supply
and Demand in Califernia (87)

87-12 Student Public Service and the "Human
Corps” A Report to the Legslature in Response to
Assembly Concurrent Resolution 158 (Chapter 165 of
the Statutes of 1986) (March 1987)

87-13 Standardized Tests Used for Higher Educa-
tion Admission and Placement 1n Califorma During
1986 The Second 1n a Series of Annual Reports Pub-
lished in Accordance with Senate Bill 1758 (Chapter
1505, Statutes of 1984) (March 1987)

87-14 Time Required to Earn the Bachelor's De-
gree A Commssion Review of Studies by the Califor-
nia State University and the University of California
in Response to Senate Bill 2066 (1986) (March 1987)

87-15 Comments on the Report of the California
State University Regarding the Potential Effects of
Its 1988 Course Requirements A Report to the Leg-
1slature in Response to Assembly Concurrent Resolu-
tion 158 (Chapter 185 of the Statutes of 1986) (March
1987

87-16 Changes in California State Oversight of Pri-
vate Postsecondary Education [nstitutions A Staff
Report to the Califormia Postsecondary Education
Commission (March L987)

87-18 Funding Excellence 1n Califormia Higher Ed-
ucation A Report in Response to Assembly Concur-
rent Resolution 141 (1986) (March 1987)

87-19 The Class of '83 One Year Later A Report on
Follow-Up Surveys from the Commission's 1983
High School Eligibility Study (3/87)
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